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Part One: The Origins of the Fed 


“The real truth of the matter is, as you and I know, that a financial element in the larger centers has 
owned the Government ever since the days of Andrew Jackson.” — FDR letter to Colonel Edward 
House, Nov. 21, 1933 


All our lives we've been told that economics is boring. It's dull. It's not worth the time it takes to 
understand it. And all our lives, we've been lied to. 


War. Poverty. Revolution. They all hinge on economics. And economics all rests on one key 
concept: money. 


Money. It is the economic water in which we live our lives. We even call it "currency"; it flows 
around us, carries us in its wake. Drowns those who are not careful. 


We use it every day in nearly every transaction we conduct. We spend our lives working for it, 
worrying about it, saving it, spending it, pinching it. It defines our social status. It compromises our 
morals. People are willing to fight, die, and kill for it. 


But what is it? Where does it come from? How is it created? Who controls it? It is a remarkable fact 
that, given its central importance in our lives, not one person in a hundred could answer such basic 
questions about money as these. 


Interviewer: So if you were planning a family, you'd want to know where babies come 
from. And this is a lot about banking. So let me ask you: Where does money come 
from? 


Interviewee 1: Where does the money come from? The government prints it. It's 
printed off. 


Interviewer: How is new money created? 


Interviewee 2: By labor. People work and produce wealth, and the money is supposed 
to match that wealth. 


Interviewee: Where does money come from? 


Interviewee 3: Well, I have a pretty different outlook on money. It actually comes from, 
like, trees, right? 


SOURCE: Occupy Vancouver answers "Where does money come from?" 


But why is this? How could we be so ignorant about a topic of such importance? "Where does 
money come from?" is a basic, childlike question. So why is our only response the childlike answer, 
meant as a joke: "It grows on trees"? 


Such a profound state of ignorance could not come about naturally. From the time we are children, 
we are curious about the world and eager to learn about the way it works. And what could lead to a 
better understanding of the way the world works than a knowledge of money, its creation and 
destruction? Yet discussion of this topic is fastidiously avoided in our school years and ignored in 
our daily life. Our monetary ignorance is artificial, a smokescreen that has been erected on purpose 
and perpetrated with the help of complicated systems and insufferable economic jargon. 


But it doesn't take an economist to understand the importance of money. Deep down we all know 
that the wars, the poverty, the violence we see around us hinges on this question of money. It seems 
like a thousand-piece jigsaw puzzle just waiting to be solved. And it is. 


The puzzle pieces, taken together, create an image of the Federal Reserve, America's central bank 
and the heart of the country's banking system. Despite its central importance to the economy, 
relatively few have heard of it, and fewer still know what it is, despite the bank's attempts at self- 
description: 


Our economy runs on a complex system of exchange of goods and services in which 
money plays a key part. Coin, currency, savings, and checking accounts; the overall 
supply of money is managed by the Federal Reserve. Money is the medium through 
which economic exchanges take place, and money as a standard of value helps us to set 
prices for goods and services. The job of managing money—monetary policy—is to 
preserve the purchasing power of the dollar while ensuring that a sufficient amount of 
money is available to promote economic growth. 


The Federal Reserve also promotes the safety and soundness of the institutions where 
we do our banking. It ensures that the mechanisms by which we make payments, 


whether by cash, cheque, or electronic means, operate smoothly and efficiently. 


And in its fiscal role acts as the banker for the United States government. 


Now these duties comprise the major responsibilities of our central bank. 
SOURCE: The Fed: Our Nation's Central Bank 


But in order to understand the Federal Reserve, we must first understand its origins and context. We 
must deconstruct the puzzle. 


The first piece of that puzzle lies here, in the White House. This is where the Federal Reserve Act, 
then known as the Currency Bill, was signed into law after passing the House and Senate in late 
December 1913. 


The New York Times of Christmas Eve 1913, described the festive scene: 


"The Christmas spirit pervaded the gathering. While the ceremony was a little less impressive than 
that of the signing of the Tarriff act on Oct. 3 last in the same room, the spectators were much more 
enthusiastic and seized every occasion to applaud.” 


There in the White House that fateful December evening, President Wilson signed away the last 
veneer of control over the American money supply to a cartel—a well-organized gang of crooks so 
successful, so cunning, so well-hidden that even now, a century later, few know of its existence, let 
alone the details of its operations. But those details have been openly admitted for decades. 


Of course, just as we have been taught to find economics boring, we have been taught that this story 
is boring. This is the way the Federal Reserve itself tells it: 


The United States was facing severe financial problems. At the turn of the century, most 
banks were issuing their own currency, called "bank notes." The trouble was, currency 
that was good in one state was sometimes worthless in another. People began to lose 
confidence in their money, since it was only as sound as the bank that issued it. Fearful 
that their bank might go out of business, they rushed to exchange their bank notes for 
gold or silver. By attempting to do so, they created the Panic of 1907. 


SOURCE: Where The Bankers Bank 


During the panic, people streamed to the banks and demanded their deposits. The banks 
could not meet the demand; they simply did not have enough gold and silver coin 
available. Many banks went under. People lost millions of dollars, businesses suffered, 
unemployment rose, and the stability of our economic system was again threatened. 


Well, this couldn't go on. If the country was going to grow and prosper, some means 
would have to be found to achieve financial and economic stability. 


To prevent financial panics like the one in 1907, President Woodrow Wilson signed The 
Federal Reserve Act into law in 1913. 


SOURCE: Too Much, Too Little 


But this is history as told by the victors: a revisionist vision in which the creation of a central bank 
to control the nation's money supply is merely a boring historical footnote, about as important as the 
invention of the zipper or an early 20th century hula-hoop craze. The truth is that the story of the 
secret banking conclave that gave birth to that Federal Reserve Act is as exciting and dramatic as 


any Hollywood screenplay or detective novel yarn, and all the more remarkable for the fact that it is 
all true. 


We pick up the story, appropriately enough, under cover of darkness. It was the night of November 
22, 1910, and a group of the richest and most powerful men in America were boarding a private rail 
car at an unassuming railroad station in Hoboken, New Jersey. The car, waiting with shades drawn 
to keep onlookers from seeing inside, belonged to Senator Nelson Aldrich, the father-in-law of 
billionaire heir to the Rockefeller dynasty, John D. Rockefeller, Jr. A central figure on the influential 
Senate Finance Committee, where he oversaw the nation's monetary policy, Aldrich was referred to 
in the press as the "General Manager of the Nation." Joining him that evening was his private 
secretary, Shelton, and a who's who of the nation's banking and financial elite: A. Piatt Andrew, the 
Assistant Treasury Secretary; Frank Vanderlip, President of the National City Bank of New York; 
Henry P. Davison, a senior partner of J.P. Morgan Company; Benjamin Strong, Jr., an associate of 
J.P. Morgan and President of Bankers Trust Co., and Paul Warburg, heir of the Warburg banking 
family and son-in-law of Solomon Loeb of the famed New York investment firm, Kuhn, Loeb & 
Company. 


The men had been told to arrive one by one after sunset to attract as little attention as possible. 
Indeed, secrecy was so important to their mission that the group did not use anything but their first 
names throughout the journey so as to keep their true identities secret even from their own servants 
and wait staff. The movements of any one of them would have been reason enough to attract the 
attention of New York's voracious press, especially in an era where banking and monetary reform 
was seen as a key issue for the future of the nation; a meeting of all of them, now that would surely 
have been the story of the century. And it was. 


Their destination? The secluded Jekyll Island off the coast of Georgia, home to the prestigious 
Jekyll Island Club, whose members included the Morgans, Rockefellers, Warburgs, and 
Rothschilds. Their purpose? Davison told intrepid local newspaper reporters who had caught wind 
of the meeting that they were going duck hunting. But in reality, they were going to draft a reform 
of the nation's banking industry in complete secrecy. 


G. Edward Griffin, the author of the best-selling The Creature from Jekyll Island and a long-time 
Federal Reserve researcher, explains: 


G. Edward Griffin: What happened is the banks decided that since there was going to 
be legislation anyway to control their industry, that they wouldn't just sit back and wait 
and see what happened and cross their fingers that it would be OK. They decided to do 
what so many cartels do today: they decided to take the lead. And they would be the 
ones calling for regulations and reform. 


They like the word "reform." The American people are suckers for the word "reform." 
You just put that into any corrupt piece of legislation, call it "reform" and people say 
"Oh, I'm all for 'reform,"" and so they vote for it or accept it. 


So that's what they were doing. They decided, "We will 'reform' our own industry." In 
other words, "We will create a cartel and we will give the cartel the power of 
government. We'll take our cartel agreement so we can self-regulate to our advantage 
and we'll call it 'The Federal Reserve Act.' And then we'll take this cartel agreement to 
Washington and convince those idiots there to pass it into law." 


And that basically was the strategy. It was a brilliant strategy. Of course we see it 
happening all the time, certainly in our own day today we see the same thing happened 
in other cartelized industries. Right now we're watching it unfold in the field of 
healthcare, but at that time it was banking, alright? 


And so the banking cartel wrote their own rules and regulations, called it "The Federal 
Reserve Act," got it passed into law, and it was very much to their liking because they 
wrote it. And in essence what they had created was a set of rules that made it possible 
for themselves to regulate their industry, but they went even beyond that. In fact, it's 
clear to me when I was reading their letters and their conversation at the time, and the 
debates, that they never dreamed that Congress would go along and also give them the 
right to issue the nation's money supply. Not only were they now going to regulate their 
own industry, which is what they started out as wanting to do, but they got this 
incredible gift that they didn't dream would be given to them (although they were 
negotiating for it), and that was that Congress gave them the authority to issue the 
nation's money. Congress gave away the sovereign right to issue the nation's money to 
the private banks. 


And so all of this was in The Federal Reserve Act, and the American people were 
joyous because they were told, and they were convinced, that this was finally a means 
of controlling this big creature from Jekyll Island. 


SOURCE: Interview with G. Edward Griffin 


Amazingly enough, they were successful, not just in conspiring to write the legislation that would 
eventually become the Federal Reserve Act, but in keeping that conspiracy a secret from the public 
for decades. It was first reported on in 1916 by Bertie Charles Forbes, the financial writer who 
would later go on to found Forbes magazine, but it was never fully admitted until a full quarter- 
century later, when Frank Vanderlip wrote a casual admission of the meeting in the February 9, 
1935, edition of The Saturday Evening Post: 


"I was as secretive—indeed, as furtive—as any conspirator.[...]I do not feel it is any exaggeration 
to speak of our secret expedition to Jekyll Island as the occasion of the actual conception of what 
eventually became the Federal Reserve System." 


Over the course of their nine days of deliberation at the Jekyll Island Club, they devised a plan so 
overarching, so ambitious, that even they could scarcely imagine that it would ever be passed by 
Congress. As Vanderlip put it, "Discovery [of our plan], we knew, simply must not happen, or else 
all our time and effort would be wasted. If it were to be exposed publicly that our particular group 
had got together and written a banking bill, that bill would have no chance whatever of passage by 
Congress." 


So what, precisely, did this conclave of conspirators devise at their Jekyll Island meeting? A plan for 
a central banking system to be owned by the banks themselves, a system which would organize the 
nation's banks into a private cartel that would have sole control over the money supply itself. At the 
end of their nine-day meeting, the bankers and financiers went back to their respective offices 
content in what they had accomplished. The details of the plan changed between its 1910 drafting 
and the eventual passage of the Federal Reserve Act, but the essential ideas were there. 


But ultimately, this scene on Jekyll Island, too, is just one piece of a larger puzzle. And like any 
other puzzle piece, it has to be seen in its wider context for the bigger picture to become visible. To 


understand the other pieces of the puzzle and their importance in the creation of the Federal 
Reserve, we have to travel backward in time. 


The story begins in late 17th century Europe. The Nine Years' War is raging across the continent as 
Louis XIV of France finds himself pitted against much of the rest of the continent over his 
territorial and dynastic claims. King William HI of England, devastated by a stunning naval defeat, 
commits his court to rebuilding the English navy. There's only one problem: money. The 
government's coffers have been exhausted by the waging of the war and William's credit is drying 
up. 

A Scottish banker, William Paterson, has a banker's solution: a proposal “to form a company to lend 
a million pounds to the Government at six percent (plus 5,000 'management fee’) with the right of 
note issue.” By 1694, the idea has been slightly revised (a 1.2 million pound loan at 8 percent plus 
4,000 for management expenses), but it goes ahead: The magnanimously titled Bank of England is 
created. 


The name is a carefully constructed lie, designed to make the bank appear to be a government 
entity. But it is not. It is a private bank owned by private shareholders for their private profit with a 
charter from the king that allows them to print the public's money out of thin air and lend it to the 
crown. What happens here at the birth of the Bank of England in 1694 is the creation of a template 
that will be repeated in country after country around the world: a privately controlled central bank 
lending money to the government at interest, money that it prints out of nothing. And the jewel in 
the crown for the international bankers that creates this system is the future economic powerhouse 
of the world, the United States. 


In many important respects, the history of the United States is the history of the struggle of the 
American people against the bankers that wish to control their money. By the 1780s, with colonies 
still fighting for independence from the crown, the bankers will get their wish. 


In 1781 the United States is in financial turmoil. The Continental, the paper currency issued by the 
Continental Congress to pay for the war, has collapsed from overissue and British counterfeiting. 
Desperate to find a way to finance the end stages of the war, Congress turns to Robert Morris, a 
wealthy shipping merchant who was investigated for war profiteering just two years earlier. Now, as 
"Superintendent of Finance" of the United States from 1781 to 1784, he is regarded as the most 
powerful man in America next to General Washington. 


In his capacity as Superintendent of Finance, Morris argues for the creation of a privately-owned 
central bank deliberately modeled on the Bank of England that the colonies were supposedly 
fighting against. Congress, backed into a comer by war obligations and forced to do business with 
the bankers just like King William in the 1690s, acquiesces and charters the Bank of North America 
as the nation's first central bank. And exactly as the Bank of England came into existence loaning 
the British crown 1.2 million pounds, the B.N.A. started business by loaning 1.2 million dollars to 
Congress. 


By the end of the war, Morris has fallen out of political favor and the Bank of North America's 
currency has failed to win over a skeptical public. The B.N.A. is downgraded from a national 
central bank to a private commercial bank chartered by the State of Pennsylvania. 


But the bankers have not given up yet. Before the ink is even dry on the Constitution, a group led by 
Alexander Hamilton is already working on the next privately-owned central bank for the newly 
formed United States of America. 


So brazen is Hamilton in the forwarding of this agenda that he makes no attempt to hide his aims or 
those of the banking interests he serves: 


"A national debt, if it is not excessive, will be to us a national blessing," he wrote in a letter to 
James Duane in 1781. "It will be a powerful cement of our Union. It will also create a necessity for 
keeping up taxation to a degree which, without being oppressive, will be a spur to industry." 


Opposition to Hamilton and his debt-based system for establishing the finances of the US is fierce. 
Led by Jefferson and Madison, the bankers and their system of debt-enslavement is called out for 
the force of destruction that it is. As Thomas Jefferson wrote: 


"[T]he spirit of war and indictment, [...] since the modern theory of the perpetuation of debt, has 
drenched the earth with blood, and crushed its inhabitants under burdens ever accumulating.” 


Still, Hamilton proves victorious. The First Bank of the United States is chartered in 1791 and 
follows the pattern of the Bank of England and the Bank of North America almost exactly; a 
privately-owned central bank with the authority to loan money that it creates out of nothing to the 
government. In fact, it is the very same people behind the new bank as were behind the old Bank of 
North America. It was Alexander Hamilton, Robert Morris' former aide, who first proposed Morris 
for the position of Financial Superintendent, and the director of the old Bank of North America, 
Thomas Willing, is brought in to serve as the first director of the First Bank of the United States. 
Meet the new banking bosses, same as the old banking bosses. 


In the first five years of the bank's existence, the US government borrows 8.2 million dollars from 
the bank and prices rise 72%. By 1795, when Hamilton leaves office, the incoming Treasury 
Secretary announces that the government needs even more money and sells off the government's 
meager 20% share in the bank, making it a fully private corporation. Once again, the US economy 
is plundered while the private banking cartel laughs all the way to the bank that they created. 


By the time the bank's charter comes due for renewal in 1811, the tide has changed for the money 
interests behind the bank. Hamilton is dead, shot to death in a duel with Aaron Burr. The bank- 
supporting Federalist Party is out of power. The public are wary of foreign ownership of the central 
bank, and what's more don't see the point of a central bank in time of peace. Accordingly, the 
charter renewal is voted down in the Senate and the bank is closed in 1811. 


Less than a year later, the US is once again at war with England. After two years of bitter struggle, 
the public debt of the US has nearly tripled, from $45.2 million to $119.2 million. With trade at a 
standstill, prices soaring, inflation rising and debt mounting, President Madison signs the charter for 
the creation of another central bank, the Second Bank of the United States, in 1816. Just like the 
two central banks before it, it is majority privately-owned and is granted the power to loan money 
that it creates out of thin air to the government. 


The 20-year bank charter is due to expire in 1836, but President Jackson has already vowed to let it 
die prior to renewal. Believing that Jackson won't risk his chance for reelection in 1832 on the issue, 
the bankers forward a bill to renew the bank's charter in July of that year, four years ahead of 
schedule. Remarkably, Jackson vetoes the renewal charter and stakes his reelection on the people's 


support of his move. In his veto message, Jackson writes in no uncertain terms about his opposition 
to the bank: 


"Whatever interest or influence, whether public or private, has given birth to this act, it can not be 
found either in the wishes or necessities of the executive department, by which present action is 
deemed premature, and the powers conferred upon its agent not only unnecessary, but dangerous to 
the Government and country. It is to be regretted that the rich and powerful too often bend the acts 
of government to their selfish purposes.[...]If we can not at once, in justice to interests vested under 
improvident legislation, make our Government what it ought to be, we can at least take a stand 
against all new grants of monopolies and exclusive privileges, against any prostitution of our 
Government to the advancement of the few at the expense of the many, and in favor of compromise 
and gradual reform in our code of laws and system of political economy." 


The people side with Jackson and he's reelected on the back of his slogan, "Jackson and No Bank!" 
The President makes good on his pledge. In 1833 he announces that the government will stop using 
the bank and will pay off its debt. The bankers retaliate in 1834 by staging a financial crisis and 
attempting to pin the blame on Jackson, but it's no use. On January 8, 1835, President Jackson 
succeeds in paying off the debt, and for the first and only time in its history the United States is free 
from the debt chain of the bankers. In 1836 the Second Bank of the United States’ charter expires 
and the bank loses its status as America's central bank. 


It is 77 years before the bankers can regain the jewel in their crown. But it is not for lack of trying. 
Immediately upon the death of the bank, the banking oligarchs in England react by contracting 
trade, removing capital from the US, demanding payment in hard currency for all exports, and 
tightening credit. This results in a financial crisis known as the Panic of 1837, and once again 
Jackson's campaign to kill the bank is blamed for the crisis. 


Throughout the late 19th century the United States is rocked by banking panics brought about by 
wild banking speculation and sharp contractions in credit. By the dawn of the 20th century, the bulk 
of the money in the American economy has been centralized in the hands of a small clique of 
industrial magnates, each with a near-monopoly on a sector of the economy. There are the Astors in 
real estate; the Carnegies and the Schwabs in steel; the Harrimans, Stanfords and Vanderbilts in 
railroads; the Mellons and the Rockefellers in oil. As all of these families start to consolidate their 
fortunes, they gravitate naturally to the banking sector. And in this capacity, they form a network of 
financial interests and institutions that centered largely around one man, banking scion and 
increasingly America's informal central banker in the absence of a central bank, John Pierpont 
Morgan. 


John Pierpont Morgan, or “Pierpont,” as he prefers to be called, is born in Hartford, Connecticut, in 
1837 to Junius Spencer Morgan, a successful banker and financier. Morgan rides his father's 
coattails into the banking business and by 1871 is partnered in his own firm, the firm that was 
eventually to become J.P. Morgan and Company. 


It is Morgan who finances Cornelius Vanderbilt's New York Central Railroad. It is Morgan who 
finances the launch of nearly every major corporation of the period, from AT&T to General Electric 
to General Motors to DuPont. It is Morgan who buys out Carnegie and creates the United States 
Steel Corporation, America's first billion-dollar company. It is Morgan who brokers a deal with 
President Grover Cleveland to “save” the nation's gold reserves by selling 62 million dollars worth 


of gold to the Treasury in return for government bonds. And it is Morgan who, in 1907, sets in 
motion the crisis that leads to the creation of the Federal Reserve. 


That year, Morgan begins spreading rumors about the precarious finances of the Knickerbocker 
Trust Company, a Morgan competitor and one of the largest financial institutions in the United 
States at the time. The resulting crisis, dubbed the Panic of 1907, shakes the US financial system to 
its core. Morgan puts himself forward as a hero, boldly offering to help underwrite some of the 
faltering banks and brokerage houses to keep them from going under. After a bout of hand-wringing 
over the nation's finances, a Congressional Committee is assembled to investigate the "money 
trust," the bankers and financiers who brought the nation so close to financial ruin and who wield 
such power over the nation's finances. The public follows the issue closely, and in the end a handful 
of bankers are identified as key players in the money trust's operations, including Paul Warburg, 
Benjamin Strong, Jr., and J.P. Morgan. 


Andrew Gavin Marshall, editor of The People's Book Project, explains: 


Andrew Gavin Marshall: At the beginning of the 20th century there was an 
investigation following the greatest of these financial panics, which was in 1907, and 
this investigation was on "the money trust." It found that three banking interests--J.P. 
Morgan, National City Bank, and the City Bank of New York--basically controlled the 
entire financial system. Three banks. The public hatred toward these institutions was 
unprecedented. There was an overwhelming consensus in the country for establishing a 
central bank, but there were many different interests in pushing this and everyone had 
their own purpose behind advocating for a central bank. 


So to represent most people, you had farmer interests, populists, progressives, who were 
advocating a central bank because they couldn't take the recurring panics, but they 
wanted government control of the central bank. They wanted it to be exclusively under 
the public control because they despised and feared the New York banks as wielding too 
much influence, so for them a central bank would be a way to curb the power of these 
private financial interests. 


On the other hand, those same financial interests were advocating for a central bank to 
serve as a source of stability for their control of the system, and also to act as a lender of 
last resort to them so they would never have to face collapse. But also, in order to exert 
more control through a central bank, the private New York banking community wanted 
a central bank under the exclusive control of them. There's a shocker. 


So you had all these various interests which converged. Of course, the most influential 
happened to be the New York financial houses which were more aligned with the 
European financial houses than they were with any other element in American society. 
The main individual behind the founding of the Federal Reserve was Paul Warburg, who 
was a partner with Kuhn, Loeb and Company, a European banking house. His brothers 
were prominent bankers in Germany at that time, and he had of course close 
connections with every major financial and industrial firm in the United States and most 
of those existing in Europe. And he was discussing all of these ideas with his fellow 
compatriots in advocating for a central bank. In 1910, Warburg got the support of a 
Senator named Nelson Aldrich, whose family later married into the Rockefeller family 
(again, I'm sure just a coincidence). Aldrich invited Warburg and a number of other 
bankers to a private, secret meeting on Jekyll Island just off the coast of Georgia where 
they met in 1910 to discuss the construction of a central bank in the United States, but 
one which would of course be owned by and serve the interests of the private bank. 


Aldrich then presented this in 1911 as the "Aldrich Plan" in the U.S. Congress, but it 
was actually voted out. 


The public, suspicious of Senator Aldrich's banking connections, ultimately reject the Jekyll Island 
cabal's “Aldrich Plan.” The cabal does not give up, however. They simply revise and rename their 
plan, giving it a new public face, that of Representative Carter Glass and Senator Robert Owen. 


In the end, the money trust that was behind the Panic of 1907 uses the public's own outrage against 
them to complete their consolidation of control over the banking system. The newly retitled Federal 
Reserve Act is signed into law on December 23, 1913, and the Fed begins operations the next year. 


Part Two: How the Scam Works 


“The study of money, above all other fields in economics, is one in which complexity is used to 
disguise truth or to evade truth, not to reveal it.” — John Kenneth Galbraith 


So how does the Federal Reserve system work? What does it do? Who owns and controls it? These 
are the basic questions that would get to the heart of the fundamental question: "What is money?" 
And that is why the answers to these questions have been shrouded in impenetrable economic 
jargon. 


Even the Federal Reserve's own educational propaganda, which has an unusual tendency toward 
cutesy animation and talking down to its audience, has a difficult time summarizing the Fed's 
mission and responsibilities. According to the Fed: 


To achieve [its] goals, the Fed, then and now, combines centralized national authority 
through the Board of Governors with a healthy dose of regional independence through 
the reserve banks. A third entity, the Federal Open Market Committee, brings together 
the first two in setting the nation's monetary policy. 


SOURCE: In Plain English 


Precisely what imaginary gaggle of schoolchildren is this economic gibberish aimed at? 


The simple truth, hidden behind the sleight of hand of economic jargon and magisterial titles, is that 
a banking cartel has monopolized the most important item in our entire economy: money itself. 


We are taught to think of money as the pieces of paper printed in government printing presses or 
coins minted by government mints. While this is partially true, in this day and age the actual notes 
and coins circulating in the economy represent only a tiny fraction of the money in existence. Over 
90% of the money supply is in fact created by private banks as loans that are payable back to the 
banks at interest. 


Although this simple fact is obscured by the wizards of Wall Street and gods of money who want to 
make the money creation process into some special art of alchemy carefully overseen by the 
government, the truth is not hidden from the public. 


In December 1977, the Federal Reserve Bank of New York published another of its dumbed-down, 
cartoon-ridden information pamphlets for the general public, attempting to explain the functions of 
the Federal Reserve System. There in black and white they carefully explain the money creation 
process: 


“Commercial banks create checkbook money whenever they grant a loan, simply by adding new 
deposit dollars to accounts on their books in exchange for a borrower's IOU.[...]Banks create money 
by 'monetizing' the private debts of businesses and individuals. That is, they create amounts of 
money against the value of those IOUs.” 


There it is, in plain English: The vast majority of money in the economy, the “checkbook” money in 
our accounts at the bank and that we use in our electronic transfers and digital payments, is created 
not by a government printing press, but by the bank itself. It is created out of thin air as debt, owed 
back to the bank that created it at interest. This means that bank loans are not money taken from 
other bank depositors, but new money simply conjured into existence and placed into your account. 
And the bank is able to create much more money than it has cash to back up those deposits. 


The Fed claims to be the entity overseeing and backing up the banking industry. It was established, 
according to its own propaganda, to stabilize the system and prevent bank runs like the Panic of 
1907 from happening again: 


Throughout much of the 1800s, almost any organization that wanted could print its own 
money. As a result, many states, banks, and even one New York druggist, did just that. 
In fact at one time there were over 30,000 different varieties of currency in circulation. 
Imagine the confusion. 


Not only were there multitudes of currencies, some were redeemable in gold and silver, 
others were backed by bonds issued by regional governments. It was not unusual for 
people to lose faith both in the value of their currency and in the entire financial system. 
With many people trying to withdraw their deposits at once, sometimes the banks didn't 
have enough money on hand to pay their depositors. Then when the funds ran out the 
banks suspended payment temporarily and some even closed. People lost their entire 
savings. Sometimes regional economies suffered. 


Obviously something had to be done. And in 1913, something was. In that year, 
President Woodrow Wilson signed into effect the Federal Reserve Act. This act created 
the Federal Reserve system to provide a safer and more stable monetary and banking 
system. 


SOURCE: The Fed Today 


If that was indeed its aim, it signally failed to do so in running up one of the greatest bubbles in 
American history to that point in the 1920s, just a decade after its creation. The popping of that 
bubble, of course, led directly into the Great Depression and one of the greatest periods of mass 
poverty in American history. Economists have long argued that the Fed itself was the cause of the 
depression by its complete mismanagement of the money supply. As former Federal Reserve 
Chairman Ben Bernanke admitted in a speech commemorating Fed critic Milton Friedman's 90th 
birthday: “Regarding the Great Depression. You're right, we did it. We're very sorry. But thanks to 
you, we won't do it again.” 


“Price stability” is another cited tenet of the Federal Reserve's mandate. But here, too, the Fed has 
completely failed to live up to its own standards: 


Aside from the banking system, the Federal Reserve has another responsibility that's 
probably even more important. It's in charge of something called "monetary policy." 
Basically, it means trying to keep prices stable to avoid inflation. Say you buy a CD 


today for $14. But what if next year the price of the CD jumped to $20 or $50, not 
because of a change in supply or demand, but because all prices were going up. That's 
inflation. 


There are a lot of different causes of inflation, but one of the most important is too much 
money. The Fed can adjust the money supply by injecting money into the system 
electronically, or by withdrawing money from the economy. 


Think of it: the Federal Reserve has the ability to create money, or make it disappear. 
What's most important is what happens as a result. Any time the supply of money is 
altered, the effects are felt throughout the economy. 


The Fed's methods have changed over time to take advantage of the latest computers 
and electronics, but its mission remains the same: to aim for stable prices, full 
employment and a growing economy. 


SOURCE: Inside The Fed 


100 years ago, in 1913, the Fed was created, and we've marked it with a vertical line 
there. Consumer prices now are about 30 times higher than they were when the Fed was 
created in 1913. 


SOURCE: Bloomberg 


Paper money, too, is the responsibility of the Federal Reserve. Hence the dollars in circulation are 
not Treasury notes, not bills of credit, but Federal Reserve Notes, debt-based notes backed up 
ultimately by the government's own promise to pay, its “sovereign bonds” secured by the taxpayers 
themselves. At one time, the Federal Reserve Banks were legally required to keep large stockpiles 
of gold in reserve to back up these notes, but that requirement was abandoned and today the notes 
are backed up mostly by government securities. The Fed no longer keeps any actual gold on its 
books, but gold “certificates” issued by the treasury and valued not at the spot price of $1,300 per 
troy ounce, but an arbitrarily fixed “statutory price” of $42 2/9 per ounce. 


Ron Paul: But I do have one question: During the crisis or at any time that you're aware 
of, has the Federal Reserve or the Treasury participated in any gold swap arrangements? 


Scott Alvarez: The Federal Reserve does not own any gold at all. We have not owned 
gold since 1934 so we have not engaged in any gold swaps. 


Ron Paul: But it appears on your balance sheet that you hold gold. 


Scott Alvarez: What appears on our balance sheet is gold certificates. When we turned 
in...before 1934, we did...the Federal Reserve did own gold. We turned that over by law 
to the Treasury and received in return for that gold certificates. 


Ron Paul: If the Treasury entered into...because under the Exchange Stabilization Fund 
I would assume they probably have the legal authority to do it...they wouldn't be able to 
do it then because you have the securities for essentially all the gold? 


Scott Alvarez: No, we have no interest in the gold that is owned by the Treasury. We 
have simply an accounting document that is called "gold certificates" that represents the 
value at a statutory rate that we gave to the Treasury in 1934. 


Ron Paul: And still measured at $42 an ounce which makes no sense whatsoever. 


SOURCE: House Financial Services Subcommittee Hearings 


Clearly, there is a discrepancy between what we are led to believe is motivating the Fed and what it 
actually does. To understand what the Fed is actually intended to do, it's first important to 
understand that the Federal Reserve is not a bank, per se, but a system. This system codifies, 
institutionalizes, oversees, and undergirds a form of banking called fractional reserve banking, in 
which banks are allowed to lend out more money than they actually have in their vaults. 


G. Edward Griffin: The process of decay and corruption starts with something called 
"fractional reserve banking." That's the technical name for it. And what that really 
means is that as the banking institution developed over several centuries, starting of 
course in Europe, it developed a practice of legalizing a certain dishonest accounting 
procedure. 


In other words, in the very, very beginning (if you want to go all the way back), people 
would bring their gold or silver to the banks for safekeeping. And they said, “Give us a 
paper receipt, we don't want to guard our silver and our gold, because people could 
come in in the middle of the night and they could kill us or threaten us and they'll get 
our gold and silver, so we can 't really guard it, so we'll take it to the bank and have 
them guard it and we just want a paper receipt. And we'll take our receipt back and get 
our gold anytime we want." So in the beginning money was receipt money. Then, 
instead of changing or exchanging the gold coins, they could exchange the receipts, and 
people would accept the receipts just as well as the gold, knowing that they could get 
gold. And so these paper receipts being circulated were in essence the very first 
examples of paper money. 


Well, the banks learned early on in that game that here they were sitting on this pile of 
gold and all these paper receipts out there. People weren't bringing in the receipts 
anymore, very few of them, maybe five percent, maybe seven percent of the people 
would bring in their paper receipts and ask for the gold. So they said, "Ah ha! Why don't 
we just sort of give more receipts out then we have gold? They'll never know because 
they only ask for, at the best, seven percent of it. So we can create more receipts for 
gold then we have. And we can collect interest on that because we'll loan that into the 
economy. We'll charge interest on this money that we don't really have. And it's a pretty 
good gimmick, don't ya think?" And they go, “Well, yeah, of course.” And so that's how 
fractional reserve banking started. 


And now it's institutionalized and they teach it in school. No one ever questions the 
integrity of it or the ethics of it. They say, “Well, that's the way banking works, and isn't 
it wonderful that we now have this flexible currency and we have prosperity" and all 
these sorts of things. So it all starts with this concept of fractional reserve banking. 


The trouble with that is that it works most of the time. But every once and a while there 

are a few ripples that come along that are a little bit bigger than the other ripples. Maybe 
one of them is a wave. And more than seven percent will come in and ask for their gold. 
Maybe twenty percent or thirty percent. And well, now the banks are embarrassed 


because the fraud is exposed. They say, “Well, we don't have your gold” “What do you 
mean you don't have my gold!! I gave it to you and put it on deposit and you said you'd 
safeguard it.” "Well, we don't have it, we loaned it out." So then the word gets out and 
everyone and their uncle comes out and lines up for their gold. And of course they don't 
have it, the banks are closed, and they have bank holidays. Banks are embarrassed, 
people lose their savings. You have these terrible banking crashes that were ricocheting 
all over the world prior to this time. And that is what caused the concern of the 
American people. They didn't want that anymore. They wanted to put a stop to that. 


And that was the whole purpose, supposedly, of the Federal Reserve System. Was to put 
a stop to that. But since the people who designed the plan to put a stop to it were the 
very ones who were doing it in the first place, you cannot be surprised that their solution 
was not a very good one so far as the American people were concerned. Their solution 
was to expand it. Not to control it, to expand it. See, prior to that time, this little game of 
fractional reserve banking was localized at the state level. Each state was doing its own 
little fractional reserve banking system. Each state, in essence, had its own Federal 
Reserve. Central banks were authorized by state law to do this sort of thing. And that 
was Causing all this problem. So the Federal Reserve came along and said, “No no, 
we're not going to do this at the state level anymore, because look at all the problem it's 
causing. We're going to consolidate it all together and we're going to do it at the national 
level." 


SOURCE: Interview with G. Edward Griffin 


The key to the system, of course, is who controls this incredible power to “regulate” the economy 
by setting reserve requirements and targeting interest rates. The answer to this question, too, has 
been deliberately obscured. 


The Federal Reserve System is a deliberately confusing mishmash of public and private interests, 
reserve banks, boards and committees, centralized in Washington and spread out across the United 
States. 


Andrew Gavin Marshall: So you have the Federal Reserve Board in Washington 
appointed by the President. That’s the only part of this system that is directly dependent 
on the government for input that’s the "federal" part: that the government—the [US] 
President, specifically—gets to choose a few select governors. The twelve regional 
banks—the most influential of which is the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, which 
is essentially based in Wall Street to represent Wall Street—is a representative of the 
major Wall Street banks who own shares in the private, not federal, but private Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York. All of the other regional banks are also private banks. They 
vary according to how much influence they wield but the Kansas City Fed is influential, 
the St. Louis Fed, the Dallas Fed, but the New York Fed is really the center of this 
system and precisely because it represents the Wall Street banks who appoint the 
leadership of the New York Fed. 


So the New York Fed has a lot of public power, but no public accountability or 
oversight. It does not answer to Congress the way that the chairman of the Federal 
Reserve Board of Governors does and even the chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, 
who is appointed by the President, does not answer to the President, does not answer to 
Congress. He goes to Congress to testify, but the policy that they set is independent. So 
they have no input from the government. The government can’t tell them what to do, 
legally speaking, and of course they don’t. 


Rep. John Duncan: Do you think it would cause problems for the Fed or 
for the economy if that legislation was to pass? 


Ben Bernanke: My concern about the legislation is that if the GAO is 
auditing not only the operational aspects of our programs and the details of 
the programs, but is making judgments about our policy decisions, that 
would effectively be a takeover of monetary policy by the Congress, a 
repudiation of the independence of the Federal Reserve, which would be 
highly destructive to the stability of the financial system, the dollar, and our 
national economic situation. 


SOURCE: Bernanke Threatens Congress 


The Federal Open Market Committee is responsible for setting interest rates. Now this 
committee, which is enormously powerful, has as its membership the Governor and 
Vice Chair of the Federal Reserve Board, but on the Federal Open Market Committee 
most of the membership is the presidents of the regional Federal Reserve Banks 
representing private interests. So they have significant input in setting the interest rates. 
Interest rates are not set by a public body, they're set by private financial and corporate 
interests. And that's whose interests they serve, of course. 


The reason that the Federal Reserve goes to such great lengths to make its organizational structure 
as confusing as possible is to cover up the massive conflicts of interest that are at the heart of that 
system. The fact is that the Federal Reserve System is comprised of a Board of Governors, 12 
regional banks, and an Open Market Committee. The privately-owned member banks of each 
Federal Reserve Bank vote on the majority of the Reserve Bank's directors, and the directors vote 
on members to serve on the Federal Open Market Committee, which determines monetary policy. 
What's more, Wall Street is given a prime seat at the table, with tradition holding that the president 
of the powerful New York Federal Reserve Bank be given the vice chairmanship of the FOMC and 
be made a permanent committee member. In effect, the private banks are the key determinants in 
the composition of the FOMC, which regulates the entire economy. 


According to the Fed, "its monetary policy decisions do not have to be approved by the President or 
anyone else in the executive or legislative branches of government, it does not receive funding 
appropriated by the Congress, and the terms of the members of the Board of Governors span 
multiple presidential and congressional terms." 


Or, in the words of Alan Greenspan: “The Federal Reserve is an independent agency, and that 
means there is no other agency of government that can overrule actions that we take." 


The Fed goes on in its self-mythologization to state that it is "not a private, profit-making 
institution." This characterization is dishonest at best and an outright lie at worst. 


The regional banks are themselves private corporations, as noted in a 1928 Supreme Court ruling: 
"Instrumentalities like the national banks or the federal reserve banks, in which there are private 
interests, are not departments of the government. They are private corporations in which the 
government has an interest." This point is even admitted by the Federal Reserve's own senior 
counsel. 


Yvonne Mizusawa: Our regulations do specify overall terms for the lending, but the 
day to day operation of the banking activities are conducted by the Federal Reserve 
Banks. They are banks, and indeed they do lend... 


Peter W. Hall: So they're their own agency, then, essentially, in that regard. 


Yvonne Mizusawa: They are not agencies, your honor, they are "persons" under FOIA. 
Each Federal Reserve Bank, the stock is owned by the member banks in the district, 
100% privately held, they are private boards of directors. The majority of those boards 
are appointed by the independent banks, private banks in the district. They are not 
agencies. 


SOURCE: Freedom of Information Cases 


These private corporations issue shares that are held by the member banks that make up the system, 
making the banks the ultimate owners of the Federal Reserve Banks. Although the Fed's profits are 
returned to the Treasury each year, the member banks' shares of the Fed do earn them a 6%_ 
dividend. According to the Fed, the fixed nature of these returns mean that they are not being held 
for profit. 


Despite the dishonest nature of this description, however, it is important to understand that the 
bankers who own the Federal Reserve indeed do not make their money from the Fed directly. 
Instead, the benefits are much less obvious, and much more insidious. The simplest way that this 
can be understood is that, as a century of history and the specific example of the last financial crisis 
shows, the Fed was used as a vehicle to bail out the very bankers who own the Fed banks in the 
most obvious example of fascistic collusion imaginable. 


Michel Chossudovsky: A handful of financial institutions have enriched themselves as 
a result of institutional speculation on a large scale, as well as manipulation of the 
market. And secondly what they have done is that they have then gone to their 
governments and said, "Well, we are now in a very difficult situation and you need to 
lend us...you need to give us money so that we can retain the stability of the financial 
system." 


And who actually lends the money, or brokers the public debt? The same financial 
institutions that are the recipients of the bailout. And so what you have is a circular 
process. It's a diabolical process. You're lending money...no, you're not lending money, 
you're handing money to the large financial institutions, and then this is leading up to 
mounting public debt in the trillions. And then you say to the financial institutions, "We 
need to establish a new set of Treasury bills and government bonds, etc.," which of 
course are sold to the public, but they are always brokered through the financial 
institutions, which establish their viability, and so on and so forth. And the financial 
institutions will probably buy part of this public debt so that in effect what the 
government is doing is financing its own indebtedness through the bailouts. It hands 
money to the banks, but to hand money to the banks, it becomes indebted to those same 
financial institutions, and then it says, "We now have to emit large amounts of public 
debt. Please can you help us?" And then the banks will say: "Well, your books are not 
quite in order." And then the government will say: "Obviously they're not in order 
because we've just handed you 1.4 trillion dollars of bailout money and we're now in a 
very difficult situation. So we need to borrow money from the people who are in fact 
the recipients of the bailout." 


So this is really what we're dealing with. We're dealing with a circular process. 
SOURCE: The Banker Bailouts 


The 2008 crisis and subsequent bailouts are merely the latest and most brazen examples of the 
fundamental conflicts of interest at the heart of America's privately-owned central banking system. 


Beginning with the collapse of Lehman Brothers in September of that year, the Federal Reserve 
embarked on an unprecedented program of bailouts and special zero-interest lending facilities for 
the very banks that had caused the subprime meltdown in the first place. By the cartelization of the 
Federal Reserve structure, and thus not by accident, it was the very bank presidents who had 
overseen their banks' lending practices that ended up in the director positions of the Federal Reserve 
Banks that voted on where to direct the trillions of dollars in bailout money. And unsurprisingly, 
they directed it toward their own banks. 


A stunning 2011 Government Accountability Office report examined $16 trillion of bailout facilities 
extended by the Fed in the wake of the crisis and exposed numerous examples of blatant conflicts of 
interest. Jeffrey Immelt, chief executive of General Electric served as a director on the board of the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York at the same time the Fed provided $16 billion in financing to 
General Electric. JP Morgan Chase Chief Executive Jamie Dimon, meanwhile, was also a member 
of the board of the New York Fed during the period that saw $391 billion in Fed emergency lending 
directed to his own bank. In all, Federal Reserve Board members were tied to $4 trillion in loans to 
their own banks. These funds were not simply used to keep these banks afloat, but actually to return 
these Fed-connected banks to a period of record profits in the same period that the average worker 
saw their real wages actually decrease and the economy on Main Street slow to a standstill. 


Then Fed Chairman Ben Bernanke was confronted about these conflicts of interest by Senator 
Bernie Sanders upon the release of the GAO report in June 2012. 


Ben Bernanke: Senator, you raised an important point, which is that this is not 
something the Federal Reserve created. This is in the statute. Congress in the Federal 
Reserve Act said, "This is the governance of the Federal Reserve." And more 
specifically that bankers would be on the board... 


Bernie Sanders: 6 out of 9. 

Ben Bernanke: Sorry? 

Bernie Sanders: 6 out of 9 in the regional banks are from the banking industry. 

Ben Bernanke: That's correct. And that is in the law. I'll answer your question, though. 
The answer to your question is that Congress set this up, I think we've made it into 
something useful and valuable. We do get information from it. But if Congress wants to 
change it, of course we will work with you to find alternatives. 


SOURCE: Conflicts at the Fed 


Bernanke is completely right. These conflicts are in fact a part of the institution itself. A structural 
feature of the Federal Reserve that was baked into the Federal Reserve Act itself over 100 years ago 
by the bankers who conspired to cartelize the nation's money supply. You could not ask for a more 


succinct reason why the Federal Reserve itself, this admitted cartel of banking interests, needs to be 
abolished...but you could get one. 


Part Three: End the Fed 


“They who control the credit of a nation, direct the policy of Governments and hold in the hollow of 
their hands the destiny of the people.” — Reginald McKenna 


We now know that for centuries the people of the United States have been at war with the 
international banking oligarchs. That war was lost, seemingly for good, in 1913, with the creation of 
the Federal Reserve. With the passage of the Federal Reserve Act, President Woodrow Wilson 
consigned the American population to a century in which the money supply itself has depended on 
the whims of the banking cabal. A century of booms and busts, bubbles and depressions, has led to a 
wholesale redistribution of wealth toward those at the very top of the system. At the bottom, the 
masses toil in relative poverty, single-income households becoming double-income households out 
of necessity, their quality of life being slowly eroded as the Federal Reserve Notes that pass for 
dollars are themselves devalued. 


Worse yet, the fraud itself perpetuates Alexander Hamilton's persistent myth that a national debt is 
necessary at all. The US is now locked into a system whereby the government issues bonds to 
generate the funds for their operations, bonds that are backed up by the taxation of the public's own 
labor. 


The perpetrators of this fraud, meanwhile, remain in the shadows, largely ignored by a general 
public that could instantly recognise the latest Hollywood heartthrob or pop idol, but have no clue 
what the head of Goldman Sachs or the New York Fed does, let alone who they are. This cabal bear 
allegiance to no nationality, no philosophy or creed, no code of ethics. They are not even motivated 
by greed, but power. The power that the control of the money supply inevitably brings with it. 


It did not take long for this lust for power to rear its head. In 1921, just seven years after the Fed 
began operations, the same J.P. Morgan-connected banking elite that founded the Federal Reserve 
incorporated an organization called the Council on Foreign Relations with the goal of taking over 
the foreign policy apparatus of the United States, including the State Department. In this quest, it 
was remarkably successful. Although there are only about 4,000 members in the organization today, 
its membership has included 21 Secretaries of Defense, 18 Treasury Secretaries, 18 Secretaries of 
State, 16 CIA directors, and many other high-ranking government officials, military officers, 
business elite, and, of course, bankers. The first Director of the CFR was John W. Davis, J.P. 
Morgan's personal lawyer and a millionaire in his own right. 


Together with its sister organizations in Britain and elsewhere around the world, these groups would 
work together toward what they called a “New World Order” of total financial and political control 
directed by the bankers themselves. As Carroll Quigley, noted Georgetown historian and mentor of 
Bill Clinton, wrote in his 1966 work, Tragedy and Hope: A History of The World In Our Time: 


“The powers of financial capitalism had [a] far-reaching aim, nothing less than to create a world 
system of financial control in private hands able to dominate the political system of each country 
and the economy of the world as a whole. This system was to be controlled in a feudalist fashion by 
the central banks of the world acting in concert, by secret agreements arrived at in frequent private 
meetings and conferences. The apex of the system was to be the Bank for International Settlements 


in Basel, Switzerland, a private bank owned and controlled by the world's central banks which were 
themselves private corporations.” 


This is why the bankers and their partners in government and business conspired to bring about the 
2008 crisis. Not for the pursuit of money, but power. In the same way the bankers used the Panic of 
1907 to consolidate their control over the money supply, they hope to use the 2008 crisis and 
subsequent panics, which they themselves have created, to consolidate their political control. 


The inevitable conclusion, one that flows necessarily from the true understanding of this situation, 
is that the Federal Reserve system needs to be consigned to the dustbin of history. After a century of 
enslavement, it is time for the American public to finally throw off the bankers' debt chains. 


Andrew Gavin Marshall: If there was ever a point in human history to start 
questioning alternatives, this would be it. And to think that where we are...and simply 
say, "Oh, well this is the best of our options," how many of the best options lead to self- 
destruction? Doesn't sound like a best option. 


I think that with a world of seven billion people, we can probably come up with 
something better than a system in which a few thousand people benefit so much at the 
expense of everything else on this world and at the expense of the potential for the 
future of mankind. They're leveraging our future, and so long as we accept this way of 
thinking, so long as we accept these institutions as having dominance, that's the 
direction we'll be going. 


So I think reform is a good way to try and stall and to push back directly against the 
expanding and evolving power structures, but radical change is what's really needed, 
and that has to be built from the bottom up. But I think that these two processes can and 
should go together in parallel. 


If you've made it this far, congratulations. You are now better informed on the economic history of 
the United States and the truth about the Federal Reserve than 99% of the population. If you do 
nothing else, then just working to get those around you educated on this information alone will have 
a profound effect. Once they learn of the scam, many are motivated to do something about it, and 
they, in turn, inform others. This is the viral nature of suppressed truth, and it is the reason that more 
people are aware of and energized by the issue of the Federal Reserve and the nature of money than 
ever before. 


Perhaps even more amazingly, this movement is spreading to other parts of the globe. Recognizing 
the interlocking nature of the modern global economy, and the international nature of the banking 
oligarchy, movements to abolish the Federal Reserve have sprung up in Europe, where protests 
against the cartelized central banking system are taking place in over 100 cities attracting 20,000 
people on a weekly basis. 


Lars Maehrholz: | started this movement because I realized that the Federal Reserve 
Act, in my opinion, is one of the worst laws in the whole world. So a private banking 
company is lending America the money, and in my opinion is not democratic anymore. 
The Federal Reserve tells the government what to do, and that's the problem. 


Luke Rudkowski: It's a very big problem, especially in the U.S. Why is it a global 
issue, and why are people doing it here in Germany? 


Lars Maehrholz: Because when you realize that this finance system, it's a global 
system, you have to go really to the beginning of the system. And in my opinion, it's 
also the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund and stuff like this, but at the 
beginning of all this is a law from 1913. Woodrow Wilson signed it, and this is the 
beginning of all this hardcore capitalism we are now suffering from. And the only way 
to stop this is maybe to break this law. 


SOURCE: Establishment is Afraid of End The Fed Movement in Germany 


But what if the burgeoning movement to End The Fed is successful? What system do people 
propose as the answer? There have been several proposals along different lines by various 
researchers. Some argue for a return to America's colonial roots of debt-free money issued by state- 
run banks, pointing to the Bank of North Dakota as one already functioning, successful model of 
this approach. 


Ellen Brown: We’ve had two banking systems ever since the 1860’s with the state bank 
system and the federal bank system, and the federal bank system are the big Wall Street 
banks particularly. They dominate the federal system. So, they’re taking over right now. 
In California we don’t even have any local banks where I am. We had two and I had 
accounts in both of them and now one of them is Chase Bank and the other is U.S. 
Bank. So they’re both big Wall Street banks now that have been taken over. 


So it’s the local banks that have an interest in serving the local business. The big banks 
have no interest in making loans to local businesses; it’s too risky, why should they 
bother? They’ve got this virtually free money they can get from the Fed and from each 
other and it’s much more lucrative to them either to speculate in commodities or other 
thing abroad, or what works very well for them is to buy long-term government bonds 
at 3% because these have no capital requirement. The capital requirements for 
government bonds are zero. So they can buy all of those that they want. Whereas if they 
make loans for mortgages or they make loans to businesses then they have to worry 
about the capital requirement and as soon as they’ve used up all their capital—in other 
words eight dollars in capital will get you a hundred dollars of loans—then they can’t 
make any more loans they have to wait for thirty years for the loans to get paid off. So 
what they do if they do buy mortgages is sell them off too investors and so that’s the 
whole mortgage-backed security scam that we’ve seen. They had no motivation to make 
sure that these borrowers were actually sound borrowers; they just wanted to make a 
sale. So they sold the stuff to the unwary investors who might be somebody in Iceland 
or Sweden or pension funds. So that didn’t work out so well. 


So a state bank partnering with the local banks can provide the capital. It can help them 
with capital. In North Dakota the state bank guarantees the loans of the local banks, 
allowing them to make much bigger loans than they could otherwise. The state bank 
provides liquidity to the small banks. That’s why the local banks aren’t making loans to 
small business right now, because they don’t know that they can get money from the 
other banks as needed. The way banking works is they make the loan first. I mean, if 
you have credit lines to many different businesses and if they all hit up their credit lines 
at once you are going to run out of money. So you don’t dare do that unless you know 
that you can get short-term loans from the other banks. And so what’s happening right 
now, even though there’s $1.6 trillion is excess reserves sitting on the books of the big 
banks, they’re not available to the little banks and the reason is because the Fed is 
paying 0.25% interest on those reserves. So the banks have no incentive to lend them to 
the little banks. Why let go of them when you can make just as much keeping them and 


then you still have your reserves and you can use them as collateral to buy bonds or 
something that’1l make you more money? 


So the whole system is messed up and in North Dakota, the bank of North Dakota 
provides liquidity for these local banks. 


SOURCE: Ellen Brown: Finance Capital vs. Public Banking 


Others advocate a decentralized system of alternative and competing currencies that greatly reduce 
or even eliminate altogether the need for a central bank. 


Paul Glover: Well, 22 years ago in Ithaca, New York I noticed there were a lot of 
people, friends particularly, that had skills and time that were not being employed or 
respected by the prevailing economy. While we had much desire to create things and 
trade them with each other and many services we could provide to each other, we didn’t 
have the money. So since I have a background in graphic design, journalism and 
arrogance I went to my computer and designed paper money for Ithaca, New York. I 
designed pretty colourful money with pictures of children, waterfalls and trolley cars 
denominated in hours of labor. One-hour note, half-hour, quarter, eight-hour notes and 
two-hour notes. I then began to issue to each of those pioneer traders who had agreed to 
being listed in the directory a specific starter amount, and the game began. An hour has 
been worth basically $10 U.S. dollars which at that time 20 years ago was double the 
minimum wage. People who usually expect more than $10 per hour of their service can 
charge multiple hours per hour but the denomination puts between us as residents of our 
community, that reminds us that we are fellow citizens, not merely winners or losers 
scrambling for dollars. It introduces us to each other on the basis of these skills and 
services that we have, that we are more proud to provide for each other than often is the 
case with a conventional job. Just the stuff we have to do to get the money to pay the 
bills. 


So through that trading process, that more intimate scale process within the community, 
we’re more easily able to become friends and lovers and political allies. 


James Corbett: It’s an inspiring story and tell people about how much money has 
circulated through this community. I mean, it’s important for people to understand just 
how successful this has been. 


Paul Glover: Because we are not a computer system we don’t have a specific volume 
of trading recorded but by the grapevine, by phone surveys and over the years watching 
the money move we were able to guess very reliably that several million dollars 
equivalent of this money has transacted over those years. Making loans without 
charging interest up to $30,000 value, which is the fundamental monetary revolution in 
our system. Then as well, making grants of the money to over a hundred community 
organizations. 


SOURCE: Avoiding Economic Collapse: Complementary Currencies 


Some argue for currencies whose mathematical nature prevent them from being merely conjured 
into existence whenever a federal government wants to wage another war of aggression or forge 
another link in the seemingly endless train of governmental tyranny and abuse. 


Roger Ver: What people have to understand about bitcoin is that it’s a completely 
decentralized network. There’s no central server, there’s no controlling company, there’s 
no office, it’s just free software that anyone can download and start running on their 
computer anywhere in the world. And that the bitcoins themselves can be transferred to 
or from anyone, anywhere in the world and it’s impossible for any bank or government 
or entity to block you from sending or receiving those bitcoins. There’s a limited supply 
of those bitcoins, there will never ever be any more than 21 million bitcoins. So, like 
everything the price is set based on supply and demand. Because the supply of bitcoins 
is limited and the demand is increasing as more and more people start to use them and 
more and more websites start to accept them, the price of bitcoins in terms of dollars is 
going to have to increase, even a lot more than the $500 per bitcoin that it is today. 


James Corbett: Are there any drawbacks at all to the idea of using a crypto-currency? 


Roger Ver: If you’re part of the current power elite that can just print money at will to 
spend on whatever you feel like, then, yeah, the world switching over to bitcoin is 
probably not going to benefit you. But if you're one of the normal people that aren’t 
working for the Federal Reserve or any central bank that’s printing money to pay to 
your friends and that sort of thing, then a bitcoin world is a wonderful thing for you. 


SOURCE: How to Defund the System: Bitcoin vs. the Central Banksters 


Sound money. Cryptocurrencies. State banks. LETS programs. Self-issued credit. These and many 
other solutions have all been proposed and many of them are in use in different localities today. 
Information on all of these ideas and how they are being applied in various parts of the world is 
widely available online today. The point is that the question of what money is and how it should be 
created is perhaps the single greatest question facing humanity as a whole, and yet it is one that has 
been almost completely eliminated from the national conversation...until recently. 


For the first time in living memory, people are once again rallying around the monetary issue, and 
American politics stands on the threshold of a transformation almost unimaginable just two decades 
ago. 


And so the rest of the story is now in our hands. Once we understand the scam that has taken place, 
the gradual consolidation of wealth and power in the hands of an elite few banking oligarchs and 
the growing impoverishment of the masses, all in the name of banking funny money created out of 
nothing and loaned to the public at interest, we can choose to get active or to do nothing at all. 


For those who choose to get active, there are some steps that you can take to help change the course 
of this system: 


1) Follow the links and resources from the transcript of this documentary at 
corbettreport.com/federalreserve to familiarize yourself with the history, the connections and the 
functions of the Federal Reserve system. If you can't explain this material to yourself then you will 
never be able to teach it to others. 


2) Begin reaching out to others to bring them up to speed on the issue. It can be as simple as 
broaching this conversation in the Monday morning water cooler talk or passing out a copy of this 
documentary or sending out links to this information to your email list. Insert this topic into your 
conversations. When people start talking about the national debt or the state of the economy or 


other political talking points, get them to question the roots of these issues, and why there is a 
national debt at all. 


3) When you are able to find or create a group of like-minded people in your area who are engaged 
with the issue, start a study group on the issue and its solutions. The study group can help source 
alternative or complementary currencies in the local area, or, if none exist already, the group can 
form the basis for a community of local businesses and customers who are willing to start 
experimenting with ways to wean themselves off of the Federal Reserve notes. 


4) Use the resources at corbettreport.com, including the Federal Reserve information flyer, or hold 
DVD screenings, to attract interest in your group and draw others into studying the true nature of 
the monetary system. 


The work of building up an alternative to the current system can seem daunting, even at times 
overwhelming. But it's important to keep in mind that the Federal Reserve System that seems so 
monolithic today has only been around for one century. Central banks have been defeated in 
America before and they can be defeated again. 


The question of how we decide to change this system is not rhetorical; it will either be answered by 
an informed, engaged, active population working together to create viable alternatives and to 
dismantle the current system, or it will be answered by the same banking oligarchy that has been 
controlling the money supply, and indeed the lifeblood of the country, for generations. 


Now, one century after the creation of the Federal Reserve System, we have a choice to make: 
whether the next century, like the one before it, will be a century of enslavement or, transformed by 
the actions and choices that we make in the light of this knowledge, a century of empowerment. 
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1. Matthew Raymer says: 
08/03/2014 at 12:35 pm 
This documentary is also available on BitTorrent: 


Video: 

http://torcache.net/torrent/99A DF5416542A95898A6D547AA241A5DCC54BDDD.torrent? 
title=%5Bkickass.to%5Dcorbett.century.of.enslavement.video 

Audio: 


http://torcache.net/torrent/819BCD396E12E8B51DAC3DEB7CB9C50A4F1E9565.torrent? 
title=%5Bkickass.to%5Dcorbett.century.of.enslavement.the.history.of.the.federal.reserve 


If you would like to help spread the word about this documentary, bittorrent is a great way to 
do so. 


Log in to Reply 
. Bart Houkes says: 


08/10/2014 at 1:56 am 


I’m working on Dutch subtitles for this documentary and I’ve been looking for a smart way 
to this. I found that youtube and some tools can be quite helpful. Here is what I came up 
with so far. 


1. Take the transcript from this page and do some editing to make sure that only actually 
spoken text is in the transcript. 


2. Download the MP4 file for this video from this page and upload it on your youtube 
account. To be able to upload video’s longer then 15 minutes I had to ‘verify my account’ by 
registering my phone number. Oh well, I guess they had that already. 


3. Use the youtube build-in transcript and synchronize tool to automatically generate English 
subtitles. This may take a while, for me it took almost an hour before the subtitles were 
available on youtube, but the results are surprisingly good. 


4. Extract the subtitles from youtube. This turned out to be quite a hassle, because youtube 
produces a captions.sbv file, which is not the standard subtitle format. I downloaded a tool 
(*link 1) to extract the SRT file from youtube by feeding it a link to my video. Be aware that 
the video must be publicly accessible (not in private mode). Now we have a SRT file with 
English subtitles and nice synchronization timestamps. 


5. Use Google Translate to translate the SRT file into your desired language. This can save 
you some typing, but a lot of rework is needed of course. Google messes up the timestamps, 
so I had to fix that with a regular expression. 


6. Get a subtitle editor, attach the SRT file to the video and off you go. There are some nice 
free-ware tools available for editing subtitles. I downloaded Jubler (*link 2), which has a 
nice drag-and-drop style waveform editor, making things easy for you. Jubler only works 
with MPlayer though, which I also had to install (* link 3). 


So, without much manual labor I have a translated and synchronized Dutch subtitle file. 
There is much editing to be done, but I have saved myself a lot of tedious work. 


The raw English SRT file for this video is available on my yet to be developed blog site (* 
link 4), along with the timestamp fix. This is a good starting point if anyone else wants to 
translate this video. 


I can help to generate the SRT file for any other video with a transcript, so you’d only have 
to install a subtitle editor to get started. 


I hope this was helpful for others with the ambition to translate James’ videos. If anyone has 
more tips or tricks for creating subtitles, please let me know, so we can make this as easy as 
possible. 


* link 1 
http://sourceforge.net/projects/google2srt/files/latest/download 


* link 2 


http://www. jubler.org/ 

* link 3 
http://mulder.bplaced.net/#mplayer 
* link 4 


http://doordebankgenomen.weebly.com/files.html 
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Oil. The 19th century was transformed by it. The 20th century was shaped by it. And the 21st 
century is moving beyond it. But who gave birth to the oil industry? What have they done with the 
immense wealth and power that it has granted them? And what are they planning to do with that 
power in a post-carbon world? This is the remarkable true story of the oiligarchs and the world they 
have created. 


SCROLL DOWN for a full, hyperlinked transcript of this documentary 
PART ONE: HOW BIG OIL CONQUERED THE WORLD 


CONQUERED 
THE WORLD 


TRANSCRIPTS 


HOW BIG OIL CONQUERED THE WORLD 


Oil. From farm to pharmaceutical, diesel truck to dinner plate, pipeline to plastic product, it is 
impossible to think of an area of our modern-day lives that is not affected by the petrochemical 
industry. The story of oil is the story of the modern world. 


Parts of that story are well-known: Rockefeller and Standard Oil; the internal combustion engine 
and the transformation of global transport; the House of Saud and the oil wars in the Middle East. 


Other parts are more obscure: the quest for oil and the outbreak of World War I; the petrochemical 
interests behind modern medicine; the Big Oil money behind the “Green Revolution” and the “Gene 
Revolution.” 


But that story, properly told, begins somewhere unexpected. Not in Pennsylvania with the first 
commercial drilling operation and the first oil boom, but in the rural backwoods of early 19™ 
century New York State. And it doesn’t start with crude oil or its derivatives, but a different product 
altogether: snake oil. 


“Dr. Bill Livingston, Celebrated Cancer Specialist” was the very image of the traveling snake oil 
salesman. He was neither a doctor nor a cancer specialist; his real name was not even Livingston. 
More to the point, the “Rock Oil” tonic he pawned was a useless mixture of laxative and petroleum 
and had no effect whatsoever on the cancer of the poor townsfolk he conned into buying it. 


He lived the life of a vagabond, always on the run from the last group of people he had fooled, 
engaged in ever-more-outrageous deceptions to make sure that the past wouldn’t catch up with him. 
He abandoned his first wife and their six children to start a bigamous marriage in Canada at the 
same time as he fathered two more children by a third woman. He adopted the name “Livingston” 
after he was indicted for raping a girl in Cayuga in 1849. 


When he wasn’t running away from them or disappearing for years at a time, he would teach his 
children the tricks of his treacherous trade. He once bragged of his parenting technique: “I cheat my 
boys every chance I get. I want to make ’em sharp.” 


A towering man of over six feet and with natural good looks that he used to his advantage, he went 
by “Big Bill.” Others, less generously, called him “Devil Bill.” But his real name was William 
Avery Rockefeller, and it was his son, John D. Rockefeller, who would go on to found the Standard 
Oil monopoly and become the world’s first billionaire. 


The world we live in today is the world created in “Devil” Bill’s image. It’s a world founded on 
treachery, deceit, and the naiveté of a public that has never wised up to the parlor tricks that the 
Rockefellers and their ilk have been using to shape the world for the past century and a half. 


This is the story of the oiligarchy. 
PART ONE: BIRTH OF THE OIL-IGARCHY 


Titusville, 1857. A most unlikely man alights from a railway car into the midst of this sleepy 
Western Pennsylvania town on the shores of Oil Creek: “Colonel” Edwin Drake. He’s from the 
Pennsylvania Rock Oil Company, and he’s here on a mission: to collect oil. 


Like “Dr.” Bill, Drake isn’t really a Colonel. The title is bestowed on him by George Bissell and 
James Townsend, a lawyer and a banker who started the Pennsylvania Rock Oil Company after they 
discovered they could distill the region’s naturally occurring Seneca oil into lamp oil, or kerosene. 
Drake is actually an unemployed railroad conductor who talked himself into a job after staying at 
the same hotel as Bissell the year before. Calling him a Colonel, it is hoped, will help win the 
respect of the locals. 


The locals think he’s crazy anyway. Seneca oil is indeed plentiful, bubbling out of seeps and 
collecting in the creek, but other than as a cure-all medicine or grease for the local sawmill’s 
machinery, it’s hardly seen as something valuable. In fact, it can be a downright nuisance, 
contaminating brine wells that supply Pittsburgh’s booming salt industry. 


Still, Drake has a task to complete: finding a way to collect enough oil to make the distillation of 
Seneca oil into lamp oil profitable. He tries everything he can think of. The Native Americans had 
historically collected the oil by damming the creek near a seep and skimming the oil off the top. But 
Drake can only collect six to ten gallons of oil a day this way, even when he opens up extra seeps. 
He tries digging a shaft, but the groundwater floods in too quickly. 


By the summer of 1859 he’s desperate. Drake’s running out of ideas, Bissell and Townsend are 
running out of patience and, most importantly, the company is running out of funds. He turns to 
“Uncle” Billy Smith, a Pittsburgh blacksmith who had experience drilling brine wells with steam- 
powered equipment. They get to work drilling down through the shale bedrock to reach the oil. It’s 
maddeningly slow work, with the crude equipment struggling to get through three feet of bedrock a 
day. By August 27th they’ve drilled down sixty-nine and a half feet, Drake has used the last of his 


funds, and Bissell and his partners have decided to close up the operation. On August 28th, they 
strike oil. 


Narrator: Then on Sunday, August 28th, 1859, oil bubbled up the drive pipe. Uncle 
Billy and his son Sam bailed out several buckets of oil. On Monday, the very day that 
Colonel Drake received his final payment and an order to close down the operation, 
they hitched the walking beam to a water pump and the oil began to flow. The first oil 
was to sell for $40 a barrel. Years later a local newspaper interviewed Uncle Billy about 
the day they struck oil: 


“I commenced drilling and at 4:00 I struck the oil. I says to Mr. Drake, ‘Look there! 
What do you think of this?’ He looked down the pipe and said, ‘What’s that?’ And I 
said, ‘That is your fortune!” 


Drake’s well proved that by drilling for it, oil could be found in abundance and 
produced cheaply. Overnight a whole new industry was born. Before long in millions of 
homes, farms and factories around the world, lamps would be lit with kerosene refined 
from West Pennsylvania crude. 


Daniel Yergin: When the word came out that Drake had struck oil, the cry went up 
throughout the narrow valleys of Western Pennsylvania: “The crazy Yankee has struck 
oil! The crazy Yankee has struck oil!’ And it was the first great boom. It was like a gold 
rush. 


SOURCE: The Prize (Part 1) 


Overnight, the quiet farming backwoods of rural Pennsylvania was transformed into a bustling oil 
region, with prospectors leasing up flats, towns springing up from nowhere, and a forest of 
percussion rigs covering the land. The first oil boom had arrived. 


Already poised to make the most of this boom was a young up-and-coming bookkeeper in 
Cleveland with a head for numbers: John Davison Rockefeller. He had two ambitions in life: to 
make $100,000 and to live to 100 years old. John D. set off to make his fortune in the late 1850s, 
armed with a $1,000 loan from his father, “Devil” Bill. 


David Rockefeller: Grandfather never finished high school and went to Cleveland 
having borrowed $1,100 from his father to start a business — paid 9% interest on it, 
incidentally. And he read about the oil business just beginning and got interested, and 
came to realize it was a very volatile business at the time. 


SOURCE: The Prize Part 1 


In 1863, seeing the oil boom and sensing the profits to be made in the fledgling business, 
Rockefeller formed a partnership with fellow businessman Maurice B. Clark and Samuel Andrews, 
a chemist who had built an oil refinery but knew little about the business of getting his product to 
market. In 1865, the shrewd John D. bought out his partners for $72,500 and, with Andrews as 
partner, launched Rockefeller & Andrews. By 1870, after five years of strategic partnerships and 
mergers, Rockefeller had incorporated Standard Oil. 


The story of the rise of Standard Oil is an oft-told one. 


Narrator: In a move that would transform the American economy, Rockefeller set out 
to replace a world of independent oilmen with a giant company controlled by him. In 
1870, begging bankers for more loans, he formed Standard Oil of Ohio. The next year, 
he quietly put what he called “our plan” — his campaign to dominate the volatile oil 
industry — into devastating effect. Rockefeller knew that the refiner with the lowest 
transportation cost could bring rivals to their knees. He entered into a secret alliance 
with the railroads called the South Improvement Company. In exchange for large, 
regular shipments, Rockefeller and his allies secured transport rates far lower than those 
of their bewildered competitors. 


Ida Tarbell, the daughter of an oil man, later remembered how men like her father 
struggled to make sense of events: “An uneasy rumor began running up and down the 
Oil Regions,” she wrote. “Freight rates were going up. ... Moreover ... all members of 
the South Improvement Company — a company unheard of until now — were exempt. 
... Nobody waited to find out his neighbor’s opinion. On every lip there was but one 
word and that was ‘conspiracy.” 


Ron Chernow, Biographer: By 1879, when Rockefeller is 40, he controls 90 percent 
of the oil refining in the world. Within a few years, he will control 90 percent of the 
marketing of oil and a third of all of the oil wells. So this very young man controls what 
is not only a national but an international monopoly in a commodity that is about to 
become the most important strategic commodity in the world economy. 


SOURCE: The Rockefellers 


By the 1880s, the American oil industry was the Standard Oil Company. And Standard Oil was John 
D. Rockefeller. 


But it wasn’t long until a handful of similarly ambitious (and well-connected) families began to 
emulate the Standard Oil success story in other parts of the globe. 


One such competitor emerged from the Caucasus in the 1870s, where Imperial Russia had opened 
up the vast Caspian Sea oil deposits to private development. Two families quickly combined forces 
to take advantage of the opportunity: the Nobels, led by Ludwig Nobel and including his dynamite- 
inventing prize-creating brother Alfred, and the French branch of the infamous Rothschild banking 
dynasty, led by Alphonse Rothschild. 


In 1891, the Rothschilds contracted with M. Samuel & Co., a Far East shipping company 
headquartered in London and run by Marcus Samuel, to do what had never been done before: ship 
their Nobel-supplied Caspian oil through the Suez Canal to East Asian markets. The project was 
immense; it involved not only sophisticated engineering to construct the first oil tankers to be 
approved by the Suez Canal Company, but the strictest secrecy. If word of the endeavour was to get 
back to Rockefeller through his international intelligence network, it would risk bringing the wrath 
of Standard Oil, which could afford to cut rates and squeeze them out of the market. In the end they 
succeeded, and the first bulk tanker, the Murex, sailed through the Suez Canal in 1892 en route to 
Thailand. 


In 1897, M. Samuel & Co. became The Shell Transport and Trading Company. Realizing that 
reliance on the Rothschild/Nobel Caspian oil left the company vulnerable to supply shocks, Shell 
began to look to the Far East for other sources of oil. In Borneo they ran up against Royal Dutch 
Petroleum, established in The Hague in 1890 with the support of King William III of the 


Netherlands to develop oil deposits in the Dutch East Indies. The two companies, fearing 
competition from Standard Oil, merged in 1903 into the Asiatic Petroleum Company, jointly owned 
with the French Rothschilds, and in 1907 become Royal Dutch Shell. 


Another global competitor to the Standard Oil throne emerged in Iran at the turn of the 20th century. 
In 1901, millionaire socialite William Knox D’arcy negotiated an incredible concession with the 
king of Persia: exclusive rights to prospect for oil throughout most of the country for 60 years. After 
seven years of fruitless search, D’Arcy and his Glasgow based partner, Burmah Oil, were ready to 
abandon the country altogether. In early May of 1908 they sent a telegram to their geologist telling 
him to dismiss his staff, dismantle his equipment and come back home. He defied the order and 
weeks later struck oil. 


Burmah Oil promptly spun off the Anglo-Persian Oil Company to oversee production of Persian oil. 
The British government took 51% majority control of the company’s shares in 1914 at the behest of 
Winston Churchill, then First Lord of the Admiralty, and survives today as BP. 


The Rothschilds and Nobels. The Dutch royal family. The Rockefellers. These early titans of the oil 
industry and their corporate shells pioneered a new model for amassing and expanding fortunes 
hitherto unheard of. They were the scions of a new oligarchy, one built around oil and its control, 
from wellhead to pump. 


But it was not just about money. The monopolization of this, the key energy resource of the 20th 
century, helped secure the oiligarchs not just wealth but power over the lives of billions. Billions 
who came to depend on black gold for the provision of just about every aspect of their daily lives. 


In the late 19th century, however, it was by no means certain that oil would become the key 
resource of the 20th century. As cheap illumination from the newly-commercialized light bulb 
began to destroy the market for lamp oil, the oiligarchs were on the verge of losing the value from 
their monopoly. But a series of “lucky strikes” was about to catapult their fortunes even further. 


The very next year after the commercial introduction of the light bulb, another invention came 

along to save the oil industry: German engineer Karl Benz patented a reliable, two-stroke internal 
combustion engine. The engine ran on gasoline, another petroleum byproduct, and became the basis 
for the Benz Motorwagen that, in 1888, became the first commercially available automobile in 
history. And with that stroke of luck, the business that Rockefeller and the other oiligarchs had spent 
decades consolidating was saved. 


But more luck was needed to ensure the market for this new engine. In the early days of the 
automobile era it was by no means certain that gas-powered cars would come to dominate the 
market. Working models of electric vehicles had been around since the 1830s, and the first electric 
car was built in 1884. By 1897 there was a fleet of all-electric taxis shuttling passengers around 
London. The world land speed record was set by an electric car in 1898. By the dawn of the 20th 
century, electric cars accounted for 28% of the automobiles in the United States. The electrics had 
advantages over the internal combustion engine: they required no gear shifting or hand cranking, 
and had none of the vibration, smell, or noise associated with gasoline-powered cars. 


Lady Luck intervened again on January 10, 1901, when prospectors struck oil at Spindletop in East 
Texas. The gusher blew 100,000 barrels a day and set off the next great oil boom, providing cheap, 
plentiful oil to the American market and driving down gas prices. It wasn’t long before the 
expensive, low-range electric engines were abandoned altogether and big, loud, gas-guzzling 


engines came to dominate the road, all fueled by the black gold that Standard Oil, Shell, Gulf, 
Texaco, Anglo-Persian and the other oil majors of the time were drilling, refining and selling. 


Perhaps John D.’s greatest stroke of luck, however, was not supposed to be luck at all. Rockefeller 
had come under increasing scrutiny by a public outraged by the unprecedented wealth he had 
amassed through Standard Oil. Muckraking reporters like Ida Tarbell began digging up the dirt on 
his rise to power through railroad conspiracies, secret deals with competitors and other shady 
practices. The press pictured him as a colossus with bribed politicians literally in the palm of his 
hand; Standard Oil was a menacing octopus with its tentacles strangling the lifeblood of the nation. 
Hearings began, investigations were launched, lawsuits were brought against him. And then, finally, 
in 1911 the Supreme Court made a monumental decision. 


Narrator: On May 15th, 1911, the Supreme Court of the United States declared that 
Standard Oil was a monopoly in restraint of trade and should be dissolved. Rockefeller 
heard of the decision while golfing at Kykuit with a priest from the local Catholic 
church, Father J.P. Lennon. 


Ron Chernow, Biographer: And Rockefeller reacted with amazing aplomb. He turned 
to the Catholic priest and said, “Father Lennon, have you some money?” And the priest 
was very startled by the question and said, “No.” And then he said, “Why?” And 
Rockefeller replied, “Buy Standard Oil.” 


Narrator: As Rockefeller foresaw, the individual Standard Oil companies were worth 
more than the single corporation. In the next few years, their shares doubled and tripled 
in value. By the time the rain of cash was over, Rockefeller had the greatest personal 
fortune in history — nearly two percent of the American economy. 


Chernow: And it was really losing the antitrust case that converted John D. Rockefeller 
into history’s first billionaire. So that Standard Oil was punished in the federal antitrust 
case, but John D. Rockefeller, Sr. most assuredly was not. 


SOURCE: The Rockefellers 


To the amazement of the world, Rockefeller’s punishment had in fact been his reward. Rather than 
being taken down a peg, the splitting up of the Standard Oil monopoly had launched him as the 
world’s only acknowledged billionaire at a time when the average annual income in America was 
$520. 


Rockefeller’s story was perfectly mirrored by the story of Colonel Edwin Drake. Having struck oil 
in Titusville and given rise to a billion-dollar global industry, Drake had not had the foresight to 
patent his drilling technique or even to buy up the land around his own well. He ended up in 
poverty, relying on an annuity from the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to scrape together a living 
and dying in 1880. 


For the oiligarchy, the lesson of the rise and rise of Rockefeller was obvious: the more ruthlessly 
that monopoly was pursued, the tighter that control was grasped, the greater the lust for power and 
money, the greater the reward would be in the end. 


From now on, no invention would derail the oil majors from their quest for total control. No 
competition would be tolerated. No threat to the oiligarchs would be allowed to rise. 


PART TWO: COMPETITION IS A SIN 


When asked how he could justify the treachery and deceit with which he pursued the creation of the 
Standard Oil monopoly, John D. Rockefeller is reputed to have said: “Competition is a sin.” This is 
the mentality of the monopolist, and it is this justification, framed as religious conviction, that drove 
the oiligarchs to so ruthlessly eliminate anyone who would dare rise up as a pretender to their 
throne. 


Ironically, it was the competition between the oiligarchs in the early 20th century that helped give 
rise to an early external threat to their empire: alcohol fuel. 


As historian Lyle Cummins has noted of the period: “The oil trust battles between Rockefeller, the 
Rothschilds, the Nobels and Marcus Samuel’s Shell kept prices in a state of flux, and engines often 
had to be adaptable to the fuel that was available.” 


In many areas where oil wasn’t available, the alternative was alcohol. Ethyl alcohol had been used 
as a fuel for lamps and engines since the early 19th century. Although it was generally more 
expensive, alcohol fuel offered a stability of supply that was alluring, especially in areas like 
London or Paris that did not have predictable access to oil supplies. 


Alcohol has a lower heat value, or BTU, than gasoline, but a series of tests by the US Geological 
Survey and the US Navy in 1907 and 1908 proved that the higher compression ratio of alcohol 
engines could perfectly offset the lower heat value, thus making alcohol and gasoline engines fuel 
economy equivalent. 


One early supporter of alcohol fuel was Henry Ford, who designed his Model T to run on either 
alcohol or gasoline. Sensing an opportunity for new markets to boost the independent American 
farms that he felt were vital to the nation, Henry Ford told the New York Times. 


“The fuel of the future is going to come from fruit like that sumach [sic] out by the road, or from 
apples, weeds, sawdust — almost anything. There is fuel in every bit of vegetable matter that can be 
fermented.” 


Farmers, looking to capitalize on this, lobbied for the repeal of a $2.08 per gallon alcohol tax that 
had been imposed to help pay for the Civil War. They were aided by those who saw fuel alcohol as 
a way to break the oiligarchs’ monopoly. In support of a bill to repeal the alcohol tax, President 
Teddy Roosevelt told the US Congress in 1906: 


“The Standard Oil Company has, largely by unfair or unlawful methods, crushed out home 
competition. It is highly desirable that an element of competition should be introduced by the 
passage of some such law as that which has already passed the House, putting alcohol used in the 
arts and manufactures upon the free list.” 


The alcohol tax was repealed in 1906 and for a time corn ethanol at 14 cents a gallon was cheaper 
than gasoline at 22 cents a gallon. The promise of cheap, unpatentable, unmonopolizable fuel 
production, production open to anyone with raw vegetable matter and a still, swept the nation. 


But cheap, plentiful fuel that can be grown and produced locally and independently is not what the 
oiligarchs had in mind. 


A 1909 USGS report comparing gas and alcohol engines had noted that a significant point in 
alcohol fuel’s favour was that there were fewer restrictions on alcohol engines. For the oiligarchs, 
the answer was simple: find a way to place greater restrictions on alcohol engines. Thankfully for 
them, the answer to their problem was already gaining popular support. 


In the 19th century, America had a drinking problem. By 1830, the average American over 15 years 
old drank seven gallons of pure alcohol per year, three times higher than today’s average. This led 
to the first anti-alcohol movements in the 1830s and 1840s and the formation of the Prohibition 
Party in 1869 and the Women’s Christian Temperance Union in the 1870s. The movement enjoyed 
widespread and growing support but had few political successes; Maine flirted with prohibition by 


outlawing the sale and manufacture of liquor in 1851, but the ban only lasted five years. 


This changed with the formation of the Anti-Saloon League in Standard Oil’s birth state of Ohio in 
1893. The ASL was started by John D. Rockefeller’s long-time personal friend Howard Hyde 
Russell and was bankrolled in part by generous annual donations from Rockefeller himself. The 
ASL, with Rockefeller’s backing, quickly became the driving force behind a national movement to 
outlaw the production and sale of alcohol. 


Rockefeller was a teetotaler himself, not from moral concern but because he was afraid that “good_ 
cheer among friends” would lead to his downfall in business. Stephen Harkness, one of the silent 
partner investors in Standard Oil and a director in the company until his death, had caught 
Rockefeller’s eye when he made a fortune buying up whiskey in advance of a new excise tax that he 
had been tipped about and selling it at a huge profit after the tax kicked in. 


No, Rockefeller and Standard Oil were not concerned about the moral state of the nation...except as 
far as it impacted their bottom line. But when prohibition did come in 1920, it had an interesting 
side effect: Although it didn’t ban the use of ethanol as a fuel directly, it did lead to increasingly 
burdensome restrictions requiring producers to add petroleum products to their ethanol to make it 
poisonous before it could be sold. Alcohol fuel, now completely unable to compete with gasoline, 
was abandoned altogether by the automobile industry. 


Another existential threat to the vast fortunes of the early oiligarchs was to require an even greater 
effort at social engineering: public transportation. 


By the end of World War I, private car ownership was still a relative rarity; only one in ten 
Americans owned a car. Rail was still the transportation of choice for the vast majority of the 
public, and city-dwellers in most major cities relied on electric trolley networks to transport them 
around town. In 1936, General Motors formed a front company, “National City Lines,” along with 
Firestone Tire and Standard Oil of California, to implement a process of “bustitution”: scrapping 
streetcars and tearing up railways to replace them with GM’s own buses running on Standard Oil- 
supplied diesel. The plan was remarkably successful. 


As historian and researcher F. William Engdahl notes in “Myths, Lies and Oil Wars“: 


“By the end of the 1940s, GM had bought and scrapped over one hundred municipal electric transit 
systems in 45 cities and put gas-buming GM buses on the streets in their place. By 1955 almost 
90% of the electric streetcar lines in the United States had been ripped out or otherwise eliminated.” 


The cartel had been careful to hide their involvement in National City Lines, but it was revealed to 
the public in 1946 by an enterprising retired naval lieutenant commander, Edwin J. Quinby. He 
wrote a manifesto exposing what he called “a careful, deliberately planned campaign to swindle you 
out of your most important and valuable public utilities — your Electric Railway System.” He 
uncovered the oiligarchs’ stock ownership of National City Lines and its subsidiaries and detailed 
how they had, step by step, bought up and destroyed the public transportation lines in Baltimore, 
Los Angeles, St. Louis and other major urban centres. 


Quinby’s warning caught the attention of federal prosecutors, and in 1947 National City Lines was 
indicted for conspiring to form a transportation monopoly and conspiring to monopolize sales of 
buses and supplies. In 1949, GM, Firestone, Standard Oil of California and their officers and 
corporate associates were convicted on the second count of conspiracy. The punishment for buying 
up and dismantling America’s public transportation infrastructure? A $5,000 fine. H. C. Grossman, 
who had been the director of Pacific City Lines when it oversaw the scrapping of LA’s $100 million 
Pacific Electric system, was fined exactly $1. 


Unsurprisingly, GM and its associates did not remain in the doghouse for long. In 1953, President 
Eisenhower appointed Charles Wilson, then the President of General Motors, as Secretary of 
Defense. Wilson, with Francis DuPont of the Rockefeller-connected DuPont family as Chief 
Administrator of Federal Highways, oversaw one of the largest public works projects in American 
history: the creation of the interstate highway system. With a war-era excise tax on train tickets still 
in place and federally funded highways and airports providing cheaper alternatives, rail travel 
declined a startling 84% between 1945 and 1964. 


This social engineering paid off well for Standard Oil and its growing list of petrochemical 
associates. In the two-and-a-half decades after the outbreak of World War II, vehicle production in 
Detroit almost tripled, from 4.5 million cars a year in 1940 to over 11 million in 1965. As a result, 
sales of refined gasoline over the same period rose 300%. 


But Rockefeller was not the only oiligarch working to crush all opposition to his monopoly. Across 
the pond, the European oiligarchs were working to protect their own oil investments from upstart 
competitors. 


In 1889, a consortium of German investors led by Siemens’ Deutsche Bank obtained a concession 
from the Turkish government for extension of a railway line connecting Berlin to Basra on the 
Persian Gulf via Baghdad in what was then part of the Ottoman Empire. The Berlin-Baghdad 
Railway concession was for ninety-nine years and came with mineral rights for twenty kilometers 
on either side of the line — an especially lucrative deal since the rail cut right through the heart of 
the still untapped Mesopotamian oil regions south of Mosul along the Tigris River. 


For the powers behind the British empire, concerned with the military rise of Germany, this deal 
was unacceptable. 


William Engdahl: Well, Germany in the end of the 19th century was looking for outlets 
for its exports — its industrial exports — as the German economy was growing like 
China’s has grown in the last 30 years. And they decided that Turkey would be an ideal 
strategic trade partner for Germany. And Georg von Siemens, one of the directors of 
Deutsche Bank, came up with a strategy to extend a railway from Berlin all the way 
down to Baghdad — which was then part of the Ottoman Empire, Baghdad and Iraq 
today, near the Persian Gulf. German military began training the Turkish military. 
German industry began investing in Turkey. They saw a huge potential market to begin 
bringing Turkey into the 20th century economically. Deutsche Bank also negotiated 
mineral rights — I think it was 20 kilometres either side of the railway — and it was 
already known in 1914 that Mosul and these other areas contained huge petroleum 
deposits. 


Well, why is that significant? At the end of the 19th century, Jack Fisher—the head of 
the Admiralty and the head of the Royal Navy—advocated the conversion of the British 
Navy from coal-fired to oil-fired. That it would have a qualitative strategic 


improvement in every aspect of warship design. And since Britain didn’t know that they 
had any oil back then they went to Persia and swindled the Shah out of oil rights in 
Persia. They went to Kuwait and backed a coup d’etat of the Al-Sabah family to be a 
British pawn, and they literally wrote a contract with him that nothing that Kuwait does 
will be done without approval of the British Governor. And Kuwait was known to have 
oil lying right on the Persian Gulf. 


The British looked at this railway plan of the Germans going right down to Baghdad 
and said “My God! You can put soldiers on rail cars and bring them down and threaten 
the oil lifeline of the British Navy.” This is a strategic move by the Germans. It also 
would make Germany independent of the British control of the seas. They would have a 
landline much like the Chinese “One Belt, One Road” infrastructure for high-speed rails 
going throughout Eurasia into Russia, on into Belarus and Western Europe that removes 
the United States’ Navy ability to control China and control Central Asia to a great 
extent. 


The British oiligarchs, including the British crown with its hidden controlling stake in Anglo- 
Persian Oil and the Rothschild’s merchant Marcus Samuel at Royal Dutch Shell, sought to counter 
this German threat to their commercial and strategic interests. They used Armenian-born naturalized 
British citizen Calouste Gulbenkian — the architect of the Royal Dutch/Shell merger — in order, as 
he later recalled “to see British influence get the upper hand in Turkey” against the Germans. If that 
was his task, it was a remarkable success. 


In 1909, the British set up the Turkish National Bank, which was “Turkish” in name only. Founded 
by London banker Sir Edward Cassel and with directors like Hugo Baring of the Barings banking 
family, Cassel himself, and Gulbenkian, the Bank set up the Turkish Petroleum Company in 1912. 
Formed explicitly to exploit the petroleum-rich oil fields of Iraq, then part of the Ottoman Empire, 
Gulbenkian brokered a deal that forced Deutsche Bank, with its 40-kilometre concessions along the 
oil-rich Baghdad railway line, into a junior partnership in the company. The stock was split so the 
British government’s Anglo-Persian Oil Company owned half the shares, with Royal Dutch Shell 
and Deutsche Bank splitting the other half. 


Their plan to take over Germany’s Turkish oil interests had been successful, but in an amazing 
irony, it didn’t even matter. Gulbenkian finished negotiations for the Iraqi oil concession on June 
28, 1914, the same day Archduke Ferdinand was shot in Sarajevo. An alliance the British had been 
brokering for years to constrain the rising German threat, an alliance involving France and Russia, 
kicked into motion, and the world was engulfed in war. By the end of World War I, the British and 
their allies had taken over Iraq and its oil deposits anyway, Germany had been completely cut out, 
and Gulbenkian, their scheming servant, received 5% of all oil field proceeds in the newly minted 
country. 


As the century wore on, the oil industry grew beyond the control of the handful of families that had 
dominated it since its inception. Oil deposits were located around the globe and the resources of 
entire nation states were marshaled to control them. Now, threats to the oiligarchs and their interests 
required multi-lateral, multi-national responses and the consequences of those deals were felt 
worldwide. 


The story of the Oil Shock of 1973 as it has been delivered to us by the history books is well 
known. 


Narrator: By the late 1960s, the nation relied on imported oil to keep the economy 
strong. Then, in the early 1970s, oil-dependent America’s nightmares came true: 13 oil- 
producing countries in the Middle East and South America formed OPEC, the 
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries. In 1973, OPEC placed an oil embargo 
on the US and other nations that had supported Israel against the Arab states in the Yom 
Kippur war. The American economy went into a tailspin as gas shortages gripped the 
nation. 


SOURCE: History of Oil 


Few, however, know that the crisis and its ensuing response was in fact prepared months ahead of 
time at a secret meeting in Sweden in 1973. The meeting was the annual gathering of the Bilderberg 
Group, a secretive cabal formed by Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands in 1954. 


The Dutch royal family not only gave its royal imprint to Royal Dutch Petroleum, they are still 
rumoured to be, along with the Rothschilds, one of the largest shareholders in Royal Dutch Shell, 
from the days when Queen Wilhelmina’s Anglo-Dutch Petroleum holdings and other investments 
made her the world’s first female billionaire right through to today. Bernhard’s guest list at the 
Bilderberg Group reflected his position in the oiligarchy; alongside him at the Swedish conference 
were David Rockefeller of the Standard Oil dynasty and his protégé Henry Kissinger; Baron 
Edmond de Rothschild; E.G. Collado, the Vice President of Exxon; Sir Denis Greenhill, director of 
British Petroleum; and Gerrit A. Wagner, president of Bernhard’s own Royal Dutch Shell. 


At the meeting in Sweden, held five months before the oil crisis began, the oiligarchs and their 
political and business allies were planning their response to a monetary crisis that threatened the 
world dominance of the US dollar. Under the Bretton Woods system, negotiated in the final days of 
World War II, the US dollar would be the backbone of the world monetary system, convertible to 
gold at $35 per ounce with all other currencies pegged to it. Increasing US expenditures in Vietnam 
and decreasing exports caused Germany, France, and other nations to start demanding gold for their 
dollars. 


With the Federal Reserve’s official gold holdings plunging and unable to stem the tide of demand, 
Nixon abandoned Bretton Woods in August 1971, threatening the dollar’s position as the world 
reserve currency. 


Richard Nixon: Accordingly, I have directed the Secretary of the Treasury to take the 
action necessary to defend the dollar against the speculators. I have directed Secretary 
Connally to suspend temporarily the convertibility of the dollar into gold or other 
reserve assets except in amounts and conditions determined to be in the interest of 
monetary stability and in the best interest of the United States. 


SOURCE: Nixon Ends Bretton Woods 


As leaked documents from the 1973 Bilderberg meeting show, the oiligarchs decided to use their 
control over the flow of oil to save the American hegemon. Acknowledging that OPEC “could 
completely disorganize and undermine the world monetary system,” the Bilderberg attendees 
prepared for “an energy crisis or an increase in energy costs,” which, they predicted, could mean an 
oil price between $10 and $12, a staggering 400% increase from the current price of $3.01 per 
barrel. 


Five months later, Bilderberg attendee and Rockefeller protégé Henry Kissinger, acting as Nixon’s 
Secretary of State, engineered the Yom Kippur War and provoked OPEC’s response: an oil embargo 
of the US and other nations that had supported Israel. On October 16, 1973, OPEC raised oil prices 
by 70%. At their December meeting, the Shah of Iran demanded and received a further price raise to 
$11.65 a barrel, or 400% of oil’s pre-crisis price. When asked by Saudi King Faisal’s personal 
emissary why he had demanded such a bold price increase, he replied: “Tell your King, if he wants 
the answer to this question, he should go to Washington and ask Henry Kissinger.” 


In the second move of the operation, Kissinger helped negotiate a deal with Saudi Arabia: In 
exchange for US arms and military protection, the Saudis would price all their future oil sales in 
dollars and recycle those dollars through treasury purchases via Wall Street banks. The deal was a 
bonanza for the oiligarchs; not only did they get to pass the price increases on to the consumers, but 
they benefited from the huge flows of money into their own banks. The Shah of Iran parked the 
National Iranian Oil Company’s revenues in Rockefeller’s own Chase Bank — revenues that 
reached $14 billion per year in the wake of the oil crisis. 


With the creation of this new system, the “petrodollar,” the oiligarchs had reached unprecedented 
levels of control over the economy. Not only that, they had backed the world monetary system with 
their commodity, oil, and brought potential competition from upstart producer nations under their 
control all in one step. 


But for the insatiable appetites of these monopolist titans, mere control over the world’s monetary 
system was not enough... 


PART THREE: THE WORLD IN THEIR IMAGE 


In the nineteenth century, railroad conspiracies and predatory pricing had been enough to assure the 
oiligarchs’ monopoly. But by the time that the British crown, the Dutch royal family, the 
Rothschilds and the other European oiligarchs began opening up the Middle East and the Far East to 
oil exploration in the early twentieth century, the goal was no longer to maximize profits or control 
the oil industry. It was not even to control international diplomacy. It was to control and shape the 
world itself. Its resources. Its environment. And its people. 


In order to achieve this goal, the oiligarchy would need a facelift. 


In the current age, with the Rockefeller name now more likely to be associated with Rockefeller 
Plaza or Rockefeller University than Standard Oil, it is difficult to understand just how hated John 
D. was in his own day. He was the head of the Standard Oil Hydra, an octopus strangling the world 
in his tentacles, a cutthroat gardener pruning the competitors from the flower of his oil monopoly. 
As one of the richest men the world had ever known, he was an easy target for the average working 
man’s frustrations and a magnet for the poor seeking help. 


Judith Sealander, Historian: He received on average 50,000 to 60,000 letters a month, 
asking for help. Dozens of people followed him in the street. Literally, crowds stood 
around the Standard Oil offices waiting for him to come out. Little children, painfully 
thin, crying in the street and so on. Rockefeller felt overwhelmed. 


SOURCE: The Rockefellers 


Besieged by the downtrodden, despised by the working man, hounded by Ida Tarbell and the 
muckraking press, John D. had the mother of all PR problems. The answer was simple: invent the 


PR industry. He hired Ivy Ledbetter Lee, a journalist-turned-communications expert who invented 
the modern public relations industry, to burnish the Rockefellers’ tarnished image. It was Lee that 
suggested giving the family name to Rockefeller Center and filming John D. handing out dimes in 
public. 


Narrator: An early master of public relations, Lee used the media which the 
muckrakers had used to disgrace Rockefeller to turn him into a sympathetic figure. Ivy 
Lee recognized early the power of the new moving picture and used newsreels to show 
a remarkably benevolent Rockefeller. 


John D. Rockefeller: I am very grateful to you and to a host of people who are so kind 
and good to me all the time. 


Second Man: Why, because you’re so good to everybody. 
Rockefeller: Yes, you are. 


Peter Collier: As Ivy Lee began to control his public image he became oddly a kind of 
American character, and people kind of warmed to him in a bizarre sort of way. It was 
like having Frankenstein on the loose walking around New York City or something like 
that, with a cane and a long hat. 


Narrator: Although this plane never takes off, this photo opportunity was presented as 
Senior’s first flight. Perhaps Ivy Lee’s most brilliant public relations move was the 
casting of Rockefeller as “The Man Who Gave out Dimes.” 


Man off camera: Don’t you give dimes, Mr. Rockefeller? Please, go ahead. 
Woman: Thank you, sir. 

Man: Thank you very much. 

Rockefeller: Thank you for the ride! 

Man: I consider myself more than amply paid. 


Rockefeller: Bless you! Bless you! Bless you! 


SOURCE: John D. Rockefeller — Standard Oil 


These PR stunts seem obvious and ham-handed by today’s standards, but they were effective 
enough: To this day people leave dimes on the stone marker at the base of the 70-foot Egyptian 
obelisk that towers over John D.’s final resting place in Cleveland’s Lake View Cemetery. But it 
was not stage-managed photo opportunities like these that transformed Rockefeller into a public 
hero. 


In order to win the public over, he was going to have to give them what they wanted. And what they 
wanted wasn’t difficult to understand: money. But just as his father, Devil Bill, had taught him to do 
in all his business dealings, Rockefeller made sure to get the better end of the bargain. He would 
“donate” his great wealth to the creation of public institutions, but those institutions would be used 
to bend society to his will. 


As every would-be ruler throughout history has realized, society has to be transformed from the 
ground up. Americans in the 19th century still prized education and intellectual pursuits, with the 
1840 census finding unsurprisingly that the United States — a nation that had been mobilized by 
tracts like Thomas Paine’s remarkably popular Common Sense — was a nation of readers, with a 
remarkable 93% to 100% literacy rate. Before the first compulsory schooling laws in Massachusetts 
in 1852, education was private and decentralized, and as a result classical education, including 
study of Greek and Latin and a solid grounding in history and science, was widespread. 


But a nation of individuals who could think for themselves was anathema to the monopolists. The 
oiligarchs needed a mass of obedient workers, an entire class of people whose intellect was 
developed just enough to prepare them for lives of drudgery in a factory. Into the midst stepped 
John D. Rockefeller with his first great act of public charity: the establishment of the University of 
Chicago. 


He was aided in this task by Frederick Taylor Gates, a Baptist minister that Rockefeller befriended 
in 1889 and who would go on to be John D.’s most trusted philanthropic adviser. Gates would go on 
to write a short tract, “The Country School of Tomorrow,” that laid out the Rockefeller plan for 
education: 


“In our dream, we have limitless resources, and the people yield themselves with perfect 
docility to our molding hand. The present educational conventions fade from our minds; 
and, unhampered by tradition, we work our own good will upon a grateful and 
responsive folk. We shall not try to make these people or any of their children into 
philosophers or men of learning or science. We are not to raise up from among them 
authors, orators, poets, or men of letters. We shall not search for embryo great artists, 
painters, musicians. Nor will we cherish even the humbler ambition to raise up from 
among them lawyers, doctors, preachers, politicians, statesmen, of whom we now have 
ample supply.” 


Although Rockefeller’s resources weren’t exactly limitless, they might as well have been. In 1902 
he established the General Education Board to help implement Gates’ vision for the country school 
of tomorrow with a staggering $180 million endowment. 


The Rockefeller influence on education was felt almost immediately, and it was amplified by help 
from fellow monopolists of the era, who were approaching the topic of philanthropy from the same 
angle. 


Although best known as a steel magnate, Andrew Carnegie’s fortune started on the railroads 
transporting Rockefeller’s Standard Oil around the country and was greatly magnified by a lucrative 
investment in property near Oil Creek that provided steady, profitable oil sales. In 1905, he 
established the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, a tax-free foundation 
through which Carnegie and his appointees could direct the development of the education system in 
the United States, and, eventually, worldwide. In 1910, Rockefeller followed suit by establishing the 
Rockefeller Foundation, which became the tax-free umbrella organization for his philanthropic 
ambitions. 


As the Reece Committee — a Congressional investigation into the activities of these tax-free 
foundations in the 1950s — discovered, it wasn’t long before Carnegie’s Endowment approached 
Rockefeller’s Foundation with a proposal: to cooperate on their shared desire to transform the 
American education system in their own image. Norman Dodd, the director of research for the 


congressional committee who was granted access to the Carnegie Endowment’s board minutes, 
explains: 


So they approach the Rockefeller Foundation with a suggestion: that portion of 
education which could be considered domestic should be handled by the Rockefeller 
Foundation, and that portion which is international should be handled by the 
Endowment. 


They then decide that the key to the success of these two operations lay in the alteration 
of the teaching of American History. So, they approach four of the then most prominent 
teachers of American History in the country — people like Charles and Mary Byrd. 
Their suggestion to them is this, “Will they alter the manner in which they present their 
subject”” And, they get turned down, flatly. 


So, they then decide that it is necessary for them to do as they say, i.e. “build our own 
stable of historians.” Then, they approach the Guggenheim Foundation, which 
specializes in fellowships, and say, “When we find young men in the process of 
studying for doctorates in the field of American History, and we feel that they are the 
right caliber, will you grant them fellowships on our say so? And the answer is, “Yes.” 


So, under that condition, eventually they assemble twenty (20), and they take these 
twenty potential teachers of American History to London. There, they are briefed in 
what is expected of them — when, as, and if they secure appointments in keeping with 
the doctorates they will have earned. 


That group of twenty historians ultimately becomes the nucleus of the American 
Historical Association. And then, toward the end of the 1920s, the Endowment grants to 
the American Historical Association $400,000 for a study of our history in a manner 
which points to what this country look forward to, in the future. 


That culminates in a seven-volume study, the last volume of which is, of course, in 
essence, a summary of the contents of the other six. The essence of the last volume is 
this: the future of this country belongs to collectivism, administered with characteristic 
American efficiency. 


SOURCE: Norman Dodd interview 


With this base for transformation firmly established, the Rockefeller Foundation and like-minded 
organization embarked on a program so ambitious that it almost defies comprehension. 


They transformed the practice of medicine. 


As usual, the oiligarchs that funded this change were also there to profit from it, and once again 
John D. took his cue from “Devil” Bill’s example. William Rockefeller had called his brand of 
snake oil “Nujol,” for “new oil,” and Standard Oil spun off “Nujol” as a laxative under their Stanco 
subsidiary. Manufactured on the same premises as “Flit,” an insecticide also derived from Standard 
Oil’s byproducts, “Nujol” sold at the druggist for 28 cents per six ounce bottle; it cost Standard Oil 
less than one-fifth of a cent to manufacture. Pharmaceuticals provided a lucrative new opportunity 
for the oiligarchs, but in a turn-of-the-century America that was still largely based on naturopathic, 
herbal remedies, it was a tough sell. The oiligarchy went to work changing that. 


In 1901, John D. established the Rockefeller Institute for Medical Research. The Institute recruited 
Simon Flexner, a pathology professor at the University of Pennsylvania, to serve as its director. His 
brother, Abraham, was an educator who was contracted by the Carnegie Foundation to write a 
report on the state of the American medical education system. His study, The Flexner Report, along 
with the hundreds of millions of dollars that the Rockefeller and Carnegie Foundations were to 
shower on medical research in the coming years, resulted in a sweeping overhaul of the American 
medical system. Naturopathic and homeopathic medicine, medical care focused on un-patentable, 
uncontrollable natural remedies and cures was now dismissed as quackery; only drug-based 
allopathic medicine requiring expensive medical procedures and lengthy hospital stays was to be 
taken seriously. 


Narrator: The fortunes of Carnegie, Morgan and Rockefeller financed surgery, 
radiation and synthetic drugs. They were to become the economic foundations of the 
new medical economy. 


G. Edward Griffin: The takeover of the medical industry was accomplished by the 
takeover of the medical schools. Well, the people that we’re talking about, Rockefeller 
and Carnegie, in particular, came to the picture and said, “We will put up money.” They 
offered tremendous amounts of money to the schools that would agree to cooperate with 
them. The donors said to the schools: ‘We’re giving you all this money, now would it be 
too much to ask if we could put some of our people on your Board of Directors to see 
that our money is being spent wisely?’ Almost overnight all of the major universities 
received large grants from these sources and also accepted one, two or three of these 
people that I mentioned on their Board of Directors and the schools literally were taken 
over by the financial interests that put up the money. 


Now what happened as a result of that is the schools did receive an infusion of money, 
they were able to build new buildings, they were able to add expensive equipment to 
their laboratories, they were able to hire top-notch teachers, but at the same time as 
doing that they schewed the whole thing in the direction of pharmaceutical drugs. That 
was the efficiency in philanthropy. 


The doctors from that point forward in history would be taught pharmaceutical drugs. 
All of the great teaching institutions in America were captured by the pharmaceutical 
interests in this fashion, and it’s amazing how little money it really took to do it. 


SOURCE: The Money Takeover Of Medicine 


The oiligarchy birthed entire medical industries from their own research centers and then sold their 
own products from their own petrochemical companies as the “cure.” It was Frank Howard, a 
Standard Oil of New Jersey executive, who would go on to persuade Alfred Sloan and Charles 
Kettering to donate their fortunes to the cancer center that would then bear their name. As director 
of research at Sloan-Kettering, Howard appointed Cornelius Rhoads, a Rockefeller Institute 
pathologist, to develop his wartime research on mustard gas for the US Army into a new cancer 
therapy. Under Rhoads’ leadership, nearly the entire program and staff of the Chemical Warfare 
Service were reformed into the SKI drug development program, where they worked on converting 
mustard gas into chemotherapy. And once again, the Rockefeller’s own snake oil was being sold as 
a cancer cure-all. 


The oiligarchs’ interest in the burgeoning pharmaceutical industry converged in companies like I.G. 
Farben, a drug and chemical cartel formed in Germany in the early 20th century. Royal Dutch’s 
Prince Bernhard served on an I.G. Farben subsidiary’s board in the 1930s and the cartel’s American 
operation, set up in cooperation with Standard Oil, included on its board Standard Oil president 
Walter Teagle as well as Paul Warburg of Kuhn, Loeb & Co., itself headed by Jacob Schiff of the 
Rothschild broker family. At its height, I.G. Farben was the largest chemical company in the world 
and the fourth largest industrial concern in the world, right behind Standard Oil of New Jersey. 


The company was broken up after World War II, but like Standard Oil, its various pieces remained 
intact and today BASF, one of its chemical offshoots, remains the largest chemical company in the 
world, while Bayer and Sanofi, two of its pharmaceutical offshoots are among the largest 
pharmaceutical companies in the world. 


Not content merely to monopolize the fields of education and medicine, the same oiligarchical 
interests banded together to take control of America’s finances. In 1910 John D. Rockefeller Jr.’s 
own father-in-law, Senator Nelson Aldrich, Frank Vanderlip of the National City Bank, and Paul 
Warburg, as well as various agents of J.P. Morgan, met in complete secrecy on Jekyll Island to 
hammer out the details of what would go on to become the Federal Reserve, America’s central 
bank. The Fed, established in 1913, would be run by hand-picked appointees of the oiligarchy and 
their banking associates, including, perhaps inevitably, Standard Oil president and American IG 
director Walter Teagle. 


The Rockefeller family would go on to formally enter the banking field in the 1950s, when James 
Stillman Rockefeller, the grandson of John D.’s brother, was appointed director of National City 
Bank. Meanwhile John D.’s own grandson, David Rockefeller, would go on to take over Chase 
Manhattan Bank, the long-time banking partner of the Standard Oil empire. 


In this move the Rockefellers’ story perfectly mirrored that of their fellow oiligarchs, the 
Rothschilds. Whereas the Rothschilds had supplemented their banking fortune with their oil 
interests, the Rockefellers supplemented their oil fortune with banking interests. 


Springboarding from success to success as they consolidated monopolies across every field of 
human activity, the oiligarchs’ ambitions became even larger. This time, their goal was to 
consolidate control over the very food supply of the world itself, and once again they would use 
philanthropy as the cover for their business takeover. 


Narrator: The Green Revolution began in 1943, when plant geneticist Norman Borlaug 
and a team of researchers arrived on Mexican soil. His goal was to improve agricultural 
techniques and biotechnological methodologies which in turn would help alleviate 
starvation and improve the living quality of developing nations. Creating new 
genetically modified strains of wheat, rich, maize and other crops, Borlaug planned to 
win the battle against world hunger. The hope was that these new crops and farming 
techniques would rescue third world countries from the brink of starvation. 


That’s exactly what happened. The agricultural innovations brought to the poverty- 
stricken countries gave the farmers the skills and resources necessary to sustain 
themselves. This triggered a chain of events that would allow these once-struggling 
nations to survive. Agricultural exports soared in quantity and diversity and allowed the 
countries to become self-sufficient. 


As the genetically modified crops thrived, farmers were able to use their increased 
income to purchase newer and superior farming machinery. This increase in revenue 
made farming easier, more reliable and more efficient. The Green Revolution led to the 
modernization of agriculture and has had a profound social, economic and political 
impact on the world. 


The Mexican government turned to the Rockefeller Foundation in their endeavour to 
nourish Mexico through agriculture. 


SOURCE: Green Revolution Waging War Against Hunger 


Norman Borlaug, needless to say, was a researcher for the Rockefeller Foundation, and the Green 
Revolution, for whatever increase in yields it brought about, also created markets for the oiligarchs’ 
own interest in the petrochemical fertilizer industry and gave rise to the “ABCD” seed cartel of 
Archer Daniels Midand, Bunge, Cargill and Louis Dreyfus. These companies, along with their 
associated interests in the food packaging and processing industry, formed the core of American 
“agribusiness,” a concept developed at Harvard Business School in the 1950s with the help of 
research conducted by Wassily Leontief for the Rockefeller Foundation. 


The American agribusiness giants shared a common goal: the transformation of Third World 
agriculture into a captive market for their goods. From this perspective, the project was a runaway 
success. By the 1970s, the Rockefeller Standard Oil network and its cronies in the nitrogen fertilizer 
industry (including DuPont, Dow Chemical, and Hercules Powder) had broken into markets around 
the world, markets conveniently forced open for them by the US government itself under President 
Johnson’s “Food for Peace” program, which mandated the use of petrochemical-dependent 
agricultural technologies (fertilizers, tractors, irrigation, etc.) by aid recipients. 


Unable to afford these new technologies themselves, the impoverished Third World “beneficiaries” 
of this “revolution” relied on loans from the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank 
handled by Rockefeller’s own Chase Manhattan Bank and guaranteed by the US government. 


The real costs of the Green Revolution — economic, agricultural and environmental — are seldom 
tallied. Access to these debt-financed petrochemical-dependent technologies exacerbated the 
difference between the rich landowning class and the landless peasants in countries like India 
where land reform and abolition of usury were dropped from the political agenda after the Green 
Revolution took over. 


Even then, the revolution’s main success, its increase in agricultural yields, has been oversold. Yield 
growth across India actually slowed after the introduction of agribusiness. The environmental 
destruction is even more devastating. An overview in the December 2000 edition of Current 
Science notes: “The green revolution has not only increased productivity, but it has also [produced] 
several negative ecological consequences, such as depletion of lands, decline in soil fertility, soil 
salinization, soil erosion, deterioration of environment, health hazards, poor sustainability of 
agricultural lands and degradation of biodiversity. Indiscriminate use of pesticides, irrigation and 
imbalanced fertilization has threatened sustainability.” 


The Rockefeller Foundation even acknowledges the critiques of the Green Revolution it funded into 
existence, insisting that “current initiatives take into account lessons learned.” Even so, the 
Foundation continues to fund research and write reports on how to improve prospects for 
agribusiness investment in its target markets. 


As egregious as the Green Revolution was and continues to be, however, in many ways it was just 
the prelude to an even more ambitious project: the Gene Revolution. Now the project is not merely 
to monopolize the technologies, supplies and chemical inputs for agriculture worldwide, but to 
monopolize the food supply itself through the replacement of the world’s natural seeds with 
patentable genetically modified crops. 


The players involved in this Gene Revolution are almost identical to the players in the Green 
Revolution, with IG Farben offshoots Bayer CropScience and BASF PlantScience mingling with 
traditional oiligarch associate companies like Dow AgroScience, DuPont Biotechnology, and, of 
course, Monsanto, all funded by the Rockefeller Foundation and fellow “philanthropists” at the 
Ford Foundation, the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation and like-minded organizations. 


The convergence of corporate, “philanthropic,” governmental, and inter-governmental interests in 
promoting GM crops around the world can be seen in the bewildering array of research institutes, 
industry associations, and “consultative groups” devoted to the case. The Rockefeller-funded 
International Rice Research Institute (IRRI), the Rockefeller/Monsanto/USAID brainchild 
International Service for the Acquisition of Agri-biotech Applications (ISAAA), the 
Rockefeller/Ford/World Bank-created Consultative Group of International Agricultural Research 
(CGIAR), and dozens of other bland, benign-sounding organizations research and promote GM 
crops in target markets around the globe, with the profits ending up in the oiligarchs’ coffers. 


A representative example of this story is the agribusiness neocolonization of Argentina, where 
Monsanto ran an elaborate “bait-and-switch” to get the country hooked on its genetically modified 
Roundup Ready soybeans before demanding royalties on the crops that were by then already 
growing. DuPont then took over, magnanimously beginning a “Protein for Life” programme to foist 


their own GM soybeans on the country’s poor. 


The same scene has played itself out in country after country, where cartel-developed GM crops are 
foisted on emerging economies through “food aid,” usually during times of famine when those 
countries are especially vulnerable. Only a handful of countries, like Zambia or Angola, have 
outright rejected this GMO takeover of their food supply, generously subsidized by the US 
government to the benefit of the agribusiness cartel. 


CONCLUSION: MONOPOLIZING LIFE 


From cutthroat pioneers of the early oil industry to Machiavellian social engineers and geopolitics 
schemers, the oiligarchs have come a long way since the days of Devil Bill’s snake oil cure-alls. But 
his use of every form of deception and trickery to swindle the public informed how John D. and the 
rest of the oiligarchs built up their business interests. 


As the 20th century drew to a close, it was obvious that for the powerful cartel that built the oil 
industry — the Rockefellers, the Rothschilds, the British and Dutch royal families — it was no 
longer about oil, if it ever really was. The takeover of education, of medicine, of the monetary 
system, of the food supply itself, showed that the aim was much greater than a mere oil monopoly: 
it was the quest to monopolize all aspects of life. To erect the perfect system of control over every 
aspect of society, every sector from which any threat of competition to their power could emerge. 


They had been remarkably, almost unbelievably, successful. From oil well to gas pump, farm to 
fork, hospital to pharmaceutical, drill rig to dollar bill, there was almost no aspect of society that 
was not under control. 


But the oiligarchs are not done yet. Their next project, launched in the late 20th century, is almost 
too ambitious to be comprehended. It is not about oil. It is not about money. It is about the 
monopolization of life itself. They have spent decades preparing the path for this takeover and 
marshaled their mind-boggling resources in service of the task. 


And the vast majority of the world’s population, still playing the shell game that the oiligarchs 
perfected and abandoned long ago, are about to fall right into their hands yet again. 


WHY BIG OIL CONQUERED THE WORLD 
INTRODUCTION 


At the dawn of the 20th century, a new international order was emerging. One founded on oil. And 
by the end of the 20th century, that order was firmly established. Heating. Transportation. Industrial 
power. Plastic manufacturing. Pharmaceuticals. There is no facet of modern life that is not, one way 
or another, dependent on oil. 


But the rulers of this oiligarchy — the Rockefellers at Standard Oil, the British royals at BP, the 
Dutch royals and the Rothschilds at Royal Dutch Shell — were not content with mere financial 
domination. The power that came with their near-total monopoly on the world’s most important 
commodity was enormous, and they had no qualms about using that power to re-make the world in 
their image. 


As we saw in How Big Oil Conquered the World, the impact of the oiligarchs has been breathtaking. 
From the education system to the medical profession, from the “Green Revolution” to the “Gene 
Revolution,” from World War to the Gulf War, oil money has been used to shape every aspect of the 
world we live in. With the rise of the petrodollar in the 1970s, even the international monetary 
system itself rests on oil. 


But now, in the 21st century, it seems that the old order, the oil order, is finally coming to an end. 


Amy Goodman: We begin looking at a new milestone in the growing campaign for 
divestment from the gas, oil and coal companies that are fueling climate change. May 
Boeve, Executive Director of 350.org, made the announcement just before our broadcast 
today. 


May Boeve: Today we’re announcing that as of today total divestment commitments 
have passed the $3.4 trillion mark. That’s $3.4 trillion of assets under management now 
fossil free. 


SOURCE: Is Oil & Gas the New Tobacco? Fossil Fuel Divestment Movement 
Reaches New Milestone — Democracy Now! 


Robert Dudley: In the oil and gas sector, we recognize the contribution of our activities 
and products to greenhouse gas emissions. Which is why the OGCI [Oil and Gas 
Climate Initiative] was setup. 


SOURCE: OCGI invests in innovative low emissions technologies 


Narrator #1: What began as a movement on US college campuses has reached the 
skyscrapers of high-finance. 


Narrator #2: Globally nearly 200 institutions and thousands of individuals have moved 
a total of $50 billion in assets away from fossil fuels. 


Divestment Activist: If we take our money, put it into renewable like solar panels, the 
world could be such a better place. 


SOURCE: Global Divestment Day 2015 


The masses, having identified the oiligarchs and their destructive grip on the planet, see Big Oil 
waning and have begun to celebrate. To them, the promise of a post-carbon future represents the 
end of the oiligarchy. 


What many do not realize, however, is that the oil order was never about oil. The oiligarchs did not 
care about oil but control. And, having long outgrown their financial dependence on the commodity 
that brought them their power and riches, they are at the forefront of this push for the post-carbon 
era. 


Now, the oiligarchs are seeking to bring in a new international order. One in which their control is 
consolidated, their plan complete, their power unquestionable. One in which every aspect of human 
life, from energy to money to the very genome itself, is precisely ordered and technologically 
controlled. 


This is the story of what the oiligarchs really desire, and how they plan to achieve it. 
PART ONE: THE RISE OF EUGENICS 
DHAKA, 1963 


It’s a day much like any other in Dhaka. The streets are crowded, dirty, squalid, smelly, and 
absolutely swarming with people. Lying in the streets. Coiled in the gutters. Into that swarm of 
people steps a most unlikely figure. Wearing his drip-dry suit and hugging his briefcase, he sticks 
out from the crowd. Surveying the scene, he shakes his head ever so slightly before remarking, half 
to himself and half to his traveling companion, “Well, that’s the problem, isn’t it?” 


It’s a scene that has played itself out many times: a Western tourist overwhelmed by the bustling 
crowds of the Indian subcontinent. But this was no mere tourist passing time on his holiday. This- 
was John D. Rockefeller III, grandson of oil baron John D. Rockefeller. And, armed with the 
unimaginable wealth, power and influence that his family name bestowed on him, he was on a 
mission to do something about the “problem” of overpopulation. 


Rockefeller approached that mission as a representative of the Population Council, a group that he 
himself had founded to address the “problem” in Dhaka and elsewhere. On its surface, the 
Population Council was a straightforward organization with a straightforward task: to support 
medical and scientific research into the question of the growing human population. But the dark 
history of the Council and its guiding philosophy reveal Rockefeller’s true interest in this “problem” 
and its ultimate “solution.” 


John D. Rockefeller III — or JDR3, as he was known to the constellation of researchers, 
businessmen, politicians, diplomats and royals in the orbit of the Rockefeller family — had decided 
early on how to make proper use of the formidable money and power at his disposal: by controlling 
the population of the planet. In 1934, the then-28-year-old JDR3 had written a letter to his father, 
John D. Rockefeller, Jr., about the Rockefeller Foundation’s research into “birth control and related 


questions,” declaring, “I have come pretty definitely to the conclusion that it is the field in which I 
will be interested, for the present at least, to concentrate my own giving.” 


JDR3 was nothing if not a man of his word. After commissioning a Rockefeller Foundation fact- 
finding mission to Asia to report on the threat of the growing Third World population, he organized 
a conference of the top medical and demographic researchers of the era to discuss — as the very 
title of the meeting termed it — “population problems.” From that meeting emerged the idea for an 
organization, the Population Council, to guide the development of the burgeoning field of 
population and fertility research. JDR3 personally donated $1.35 million of his own money to found 
the Council and provide its initial operating expenses. 


Like his father and grandfather before him, Rockefeller had learned to use philanthropy and 
largesse as a mask for his true intention: control. But that mask slipped when he penned a draft of 
the Council’s charter revealing the organization’s true purpose. The Council, according to JDR3, 
would “promote research and apply existing knowledge to help develop such changes in the 
attitudes, habits and environmental pressures affecting the life of human beings so that within every 
social and economic grouping parents who are above the average in intelligence, quality of 
personality and affection will tend to have larger than average families.” 


Thomas Parran, the former Surgeon General of the United States and Council co-founder, warned 
against including such a blunt admission in the Council’s mission statement. “Such questions arise 
as the following,” he warned. “Who is to determine the ‘parents who are above average in... 
affection?’ [...] Also, who would decide the persons having better than average personality? 
Frankly, the implications of this, while I know they were intended to have a eugenic implication, 
could readily be misunderstood as a Nazi master race philosophy. I have, therefore, recast this 
paragraph.” 


The line was dropped from the final version of the charter. 


In truth, however, that sentence had not been written by JDR3 himself. Instead, it had been copied 
word for word from the back cover of Eugenical News, the central publication of the American 
eugenics movement. This was no mere accident. Frederick Osborne, one of the co-founders of the 
Council and its first president after Rockefeller stepped down in 1957, was also the president of the 
American Eugenics Society. When the Population Council was founded, both Osborne and the 
American Eugenics Society he directed formally moved its operations into the Council’s New York 
office, with the eugenics society now taking its funding directly from Rockefeller’s Population 
Council grant. The Population Council was the Eugenics Society under another name. 


Eugenics. This was the guiding vision of JDR3 and the Rockefeller family’s “philanthropy.” A 
vision that cast the Rockefellers and their fellow oiligarchs as superior families, fit, by very virtue 
of their wealth and success, to guide the course of world events. The power to determine who was 
fit to breed and who was too poor to pass on their genes. 


Joe Plummer: Eugenics is basically a movement among the elite to eradicate what they 
deem the inferior classes, and that’s the inferior social classes, racial classes, ethnic 
classes. More or less everyone who isn’t up to their standards. And after eradicating 
those classes, what they aim to do is genetically engineer themselves to such a high 
level that the remaining population that they permit to exist beneath them will never 
have the power to overthrow them, essentially. The end of history. 


So, the term itself was coined by Galton and it essentially means “well-born.” The idea 

is kind of a mix of a bunch of ideas that were circulating around the 1850s. So if you go 
back to, say, Mendel, Mendel was studying hereditary characteristics in pea plants. And 
he was able to determine that certain characteristics were being passed on and that these 
things could be determined and essentially predicted. 


And almost at the same time, now you have Spencer, who was talking about the 
“survival of the fittest,” with the same kind of idea, the same thread running through 
there. That there are genetic characteristics that exist that would make one species, one 
plant or animal more fit than another, and more capable of surviving. 


Also, of course, you had Darwin. Darwin’s work at the time, Origin of Species, kind of 
maps this process by which genetic material is passed along and, you know, evolution 
results through this process. 


So Galton is essentially taking all of these ideas, and he was kind of known for 
observing and identifying patterns. And what he essentially did was [he] started to come 
up with this idea that through studying human characteristics they could, if they chose 
to, breed superior human beings. 


Obsessed with breeding and family heredity, the eugenicists believed that it was not merely physical 
characteristics like weight or height that were determined by one’s family line, but social 
characteristics, like intelligence or conscientiousness or even criminality. If you are poor, it’s 
because you come from poor stock. If you’re criminal, it’s because your family line is criminal. And 
if you’re a Rockefeller or a Rothschild or a royal, you are rich and successful because your family 
was destined for fortune and success. 


The pseudoscientific trappings of the 19th century eugenic philosophy may have been new, but in 
fact the idea is as old as human civilization itself. People have always been taught to believe that 
their rulers are special, a class apart, members of a family specially chosen to rule over the masses. 
Whether literal descendants of the gods, like the Pharoahs of Egypt or the Emperors of Japan, or 
members of families specially chosen by god to reign over their kingdoms, like the monarchs of 
Europe, the right to rule over others was something passed down through family trees. The 
commoners, meanwhile, knew their place; not being born of royal blood, they entered the world as 
serfs, worked the land for the benefit of the noble class, and, if they were lucky, had children of 
their own to repeat the cycle for another generation. 


But the breakdown of medieval feudalism gave rise to a newly-wealthy merchant class. The 
development of the scientific method challenged centuries of religious dogma. The spread of 
Enlightenment philosophy to the toppling of monarchs and the rise of democracy. And the industrial 
revolution paved the way for the rise of the robber barons and the creation of vast new family 
fortunes. 


By the late 19th century, as the oiligarchs in America and Europe began to consolidate their wealth, 
a new justification for elite rule of society was needed. One that discarded outdated appeals to 
supernatural order and seemed to rest on a bedrock of science. An idea that could explain how 
nouveau riche upstarts like the Rockefellers and Rothschilds had risen to positions of prominence in 
society alongside the old royal dynasties of Europe. 


Eugenics fit the bill perfectly. The answer was in their genes. 


Richard Grove: Well, I think this eugenic idea that comes about from “survival of the 
fittest” almost gives a scientific excuse for some of the most inhumane and horrific 
actions that have ever been journeyed by humanity and then manifested. So the idea of 
controlling people through controlling reproduction, reproductive capability and access 
to mates and stuff like this is an idea that’s thousands of years old. 


So eugenics [...] came around in a strong form in the late 1800s, where you’ve got 
people like the Darwins, the Wedgwoods and the Huxleys — specifically Thomas H. 
Huxley, known as “Darwin’s bulldog.” So these ideas of eugenics really take on a new 
life of their own at the end of the 1800s, and coming into the 1900s, these ideas were 
embraced by the same families that were these robber barons that were being funded by 
[the] Rothschild banking network, also the Fabian socialist society, which again had a 
lot of the same movers and shakers as these people who were higher-ups in the British 
empire. 


So [...] it reared its head in the 1920s and 1930s in these forced sterilization campaigns, 
where if they thought you had a low IQ or if you had some congenital disease that 
would be passed on, then you didn’t have the right to marry and have children. 


Eugenics, of course, was pseudoscience. When Galton and his fellow travelers began developing 
the theory, the identification of the actual mechanism of heredity, including genes and DNA, was 
nearly 100 years away. Instead, they used catch-all terms with no definition — like “feeble- 
mindedness” to diagnose poverty or criminality, claiming it was caused by “defective germ plasm.” 
They used phrenology to try to determine the physical expression of alcoholism or low intelligence. 
Even the most famous works of the eugenics era, like Henry Goddard’s study of the Kallikak 
family, were roundly discredited and even repudiated by their authors. 


Joe Plummer: So it’s 100% pseudo-scientific. It’s absolutely arbitrary, the 
characteristics that they’re looking for. Something like feeble-mindedness is something 
that is not only not scientific, it can essentially be described in any way by the person 
observing wants it to be described. So feeble-minded could mean that maybe you stutter 
so then you’re feeble-minded maybe, or you’re shy so you’re feeble-minded. Maybe 
they just don’t like the way you act so you’re feeble-minded. 


But the idea was an infectious one. Like all the most enticing pseudoscience, it explained so much 
with so little effort. It appealed to the vanity of the researchers, usually hailing from successful and 
wealthy families themselves. And it gave an excuse for social engineering on a scale never before 
dreamed of. 


When eugenics crossed the Atlantic, spreading from the rarefied British countryside of Galton and 
his cohorts to the rocky shores of America, it hit ambitious young researchers like Charles 
Davenport with hurricane force. A Harvard-trained zoologist who had grown up in a strict, 
puritanical family of New England Congregationalists, Davenport’s authoritarian father was 
obsessed with genealogy, tracing the family tree all the way back to his Anglo-Saxon forebears in 
1086. When the younger Davenport discovered Galton’s writing while working at a biological 
laboratory on Long Island, he found his purpose in life. As he later told the American Breeders 
Association, which became an important ally in his eugenicist cause: “Society must protect itself; as 
it claims the right to deprive the murderer of his life, so also it may annihilate the hideous serpent of 
hopelessly vicious protoplasm.” 


With the proselytizing fervour of a religious convert, Davenport concocted an ambitious idea for 
furthering the eugenic cause: the creation of a Eugenics Record Office to register the genetic 
background of every single man, woman and child in America (and, eventually, the world), so that 
every person could be categorized by their family line and assigned a genetic rating. Once 
completed, those with the lowest eugenic value could be eliminated from the gene pool. 


Joe Plummer: So the idea of eugenics makes it way to America, lands in the lap of 
Charles Davenport, who approaches the Carnegie Institute for funding and on the Cold 
Spring Harbor Laboratory they set up essentially an institute to study eugenics, and this 
eventually evolves with some Harriman money into the Eugenics Records Office. So 
between this initial institute that’s set up at Cold Spring Harbor and then the Eugenics 
Record Office, which is also added to that, you’re talking about millions and millions 
and millions of dollars of funding that’s put forward to go out and investigate and find 
the inferior “germ-plasm” — that’s how it’s often described. 


The Rockefeller Foundation’s initial contribution to the Eugenics Record Office, a mere $21,650, 
was a small sum, but it came with clear benefits: not only the institutional infrastructure and the 
personnel of the Foundation and the prestige of the Rockefeller name itself, but the promise of 
increased support as the work advanced. And as always, the Rockefellers were true to their word. 


Rockefeller Foundation researchers like William Welch, the founding director of the Rockefeller 
Institute for Medical Research, sat on the ERO’s board and helped direct its activities. The 
Rockefellers also provided funds for specific research, like a $10,000 grant to survey New York’s 
Nassau County for the eugenically unfit. And it created sister organizations like the Bureau of 
Social Hygiene, which cross-pollinated research and researchers with Davenport’s own laboratory. 


John D. Rockefeller, Jr. especially showed an interest in Davenport’s work right from the start. They 
kept up a regular correspondence on a number of eugenics issues. In January 1912, when a plan to 
institutionalize “mentally deficient” female convicts to stop them from having children was floated, 
the young Rockefeller heir wrote to Davenport for his thoughts on the scheme. For his part, Junior 
declared that “this plan seems to me an immensely important one. It points out a scientific way of 
escape from the evils which our courts are intended to correct but in reality only increase.” After 
Davenport responded that the plan would only work if it included a eugenical screening of the 
convicts, Junior contributed $200,000 to found just such an institute. The Institute of Criminology 
in New York was administered by Rockefeller’s own Bureau of Social Hygiene and staffed by 
workers trained at the Eugenics Record Office. 


Fueled by the support of America’s rich and powerful, the field of eugenics transformed from the 
quaint hobbyhorse of a few mad scientists into the social cause of an entire generation. Economists, 
politicians, authors, activists — by the 1920s, everyone who was anyone was extolling the need to 
eradicate the germ-plasm of the lower stock. 


Marie Stopes, the celebrated family planning pioneer who founded Britain’s first birth control clinic 
in North London in 1921, railed against “hordes of defectives,” calling for the compulsory 
sterilization of those she deemed “unfit for parenthood.” 


Tommy Douglas, now venerated as a hero in Canada for his role in founding the nation’s health care 
system, submitted a Master’s thesis to McMaster University advocating that “subnormals,” 
“defectives” and “morons,” like those with low IQ or physical abnormalities, be isolated “on a state 


farm, or in a colony where decisions could be made for them by a competent supervisor,” and called 
on the government to certify “mental and physical fitness” to stop the “unfit” from breeding. 


John Maynard Keynes, the economist who gave us the Keynesian economic school that is still 
popular among central planners today, was himself president of the British Eugenics Society from 
1937 to 1944. 


Alexander Graham Bell is still revered as the inventor of the telephone but was in fact an early 
supporter of Charles Davenport and a founding member of the Eugenic Records Office Board of 
Scientific Directors. He openly campaigned for the “eradication of the deaf race” by governments 
intervening to stop deaf people from marrying. 


Nobel Prize-winning playwright and author George Bernard Shaw advocated for the creation of a 
government panel that would require everyone to justify their existence before it. If they failed to do 
so, Shaw thought those people should be killed by the state. 


George Bernard Shaw: ...But there are an extraordinary number of people whom I 
want to kill. Not in any unkind or personal spirit, but it must be evident to all of you — 
you must all know half a dozen people, at least — who are no use in this world. Who 
are more trouble than they are worth. And I think it would be a good thing to make 
everybody come before a properly-appointed board, just as he might come before the 
income tax commissioner, and, say, every five years, or every seven years, just put him 
there, and say: “Sir, or madam, now will you be kind enough to justify your existence?” 
If you can’t justify your existence, if you’re not pulling your weight because you won’t, 
if you’re not producing as much as you consume, or perhaps a little more, then, clearly, 
we cannot use the big organization of our society for the purpose of keeping you alive. 
Because your life does not benefit us and it can’t be of any much use. 


SOURCE: George Bernard Shaw talking about capital punishment 


Eventually, with foundation funding and promotion, this eugenicist mindset filtered down into the 
popular culture. The American Eugenics Society sponsored “fitter family contests” at state fairs, 
awarding prizes to families scoring the highest on “eugenic health” tests. The Society also 
sponsored contests to award prizes to clergy who fit the message of eugenics into their sermons. 
Eugenics even found its way to the silver screen: 


“We thought it necessary to present your family’s case to the state medical commission 
and after an examination they decided that there was one important action to take, to 
have your entire family sterilized.” 


“Why, what’s that? I don’t know what you’re talking about.” 

“Well, we investigated your family’s history, Alice, and most of the past 3 generations 
have been feeble-minded, congenital cripples or habitual drunkards. Instead of 
improving, each generation is more of a problem. Now in this state we have a law which 
provides for such people to have an operation so there won’t be any more children.” 


“T see.” 


SOURCE: Tomorrow’s Children 


But merely popularizing their ideas was not the goal of the eugenicists. They wanted action. And in 
this case, that meant concrete steps toward eliminating the defective germ-plasm from the human 
population. 


Government-sanctioned murder of those deemed unfit was always one option on the table. And it 
wasn’t just playwrights like Bernard Shaw advocating for government death panels; eugenicists of 
all stripes discussed and debated the idea of “murdering degenerates” as the quickest way of 
achieving their goals. 


“Mistaken regard for what are believed to be divine laws and a sentimental belief in the 
sanctity of human life tend to prevent both the elimination of defective infants and the 
sterilization of such adults as are themselves of no value to the community. The laws of 
nature require the obliteration of the unfit and human life is valuable only when it is of 
use to the community or race.” — Madison Grant, director of the American Eugenics 
Society, 1915 


But mainstream eugenicists realized that this approach was not possible in the political and judicial 
climate of the day. As Henry Goddard noted in his infamous study on The Kallikak Family: “For the 
low-grade idiot, the loathsome unfortunate that may be seen in our institutions, some have proposed 
the lethal chamber. But humanity is steadily tending away from the possibility of that method, and 
there is no probability that it will ever be practiced.” 


Instead, they would have to turn to the other option, the more politically acceptable solution for 
stopping the undesirables from breeding: forced sterilization. 


Indiana passed America’s first eugenic sterilization law in 1907, and within only a few years there 
were a dozen states where those deemed “unfit” were being legally sterilized against their will. But 
still, this was not enough for the eugenicists. The approach was too scattershot: only a few thousand 
sterilizations had taken place under these laws, and Indiana’s own forced sterilization act was 
overturned by the state’s Supreme Court in 1921. 


Once again, Harry Laughlin, Davenport’s right-hand man at the Rockefeller-funded Eugenics 
Records Office, stepped in to solve the problem. He drafted a “Model Eugenic Sterilization” law in 
1922 that became the basis for Virginia’s 1924 sterilization act. To confront the issues head on, the 
eugenicists decided to challenge the law’s constitutionality themselves and take the lawsuit all the 
way to the Supreme Court. All they needed was the right test case to bring to trial. And they found 
that case in Carrie Buck, an 18-year-old ward of the Virginia State Colony for Epileptics and 
Feebleminded, who was neither epileptic nor feeble-minded. 


Amy Goodman: But start back in the 1920s with Carrie Buck. 


Adam Cohen: So she’s a young woman who is growing up in Charlottesville, Virginia, 
being raised by a single mother. Back then, there was a belief that it was better often to 
take poor children away from their parents and put them in middle-class homes. So she 
was put in a foster family that treated her very badly. She wasn’t allowed to call the 
parents “mother” and “father.” She did a lot of housekeeping for them and was rented 
out to the neighbors. And then, one summer, she was raped by the nephew of her foster 
mother. She becomes pregnant out of wedlock. And rather than help her with this 
pregnancy, they decide to get her declared epileptic and feeble-minded, though she was 
neither, and she’s shipped off to the Colony for Epileptics and Feebleminded outside of 
Lynchburg, Virginia. 


Goodman: And what happened to her there? 


Cohen: So she gets there at just the wrong time. Virginia has just passed an eugenics 
sterilization law, and they want to test it in the courts. So they seize on Carrie Buck as 
the perfect plaintiff in this lawsuit. So they decide to make her the first person in 
Virginia who will be eugenically sterilized, and suddenly she’s in the middle of a case 
that’s headed to the U.S. Supreme Court. 


SOURCE: Buck v. Bell: Inside the SCOTUS Case That Led to Forced Sterilization of 
Z0,000 & Inspired the Nazis 


The case was a sham, concocted merely to get the Supreme Court’s stamp of approval on the issue 
of forced sterilization. Buck’s “independent counsel” was, in fact, Irving Whitehead, one of the 
founding directors of the colony that was pushing to sterilize her and the man who appointed the 
director that was pushing for her sterilization. Buck herself was not feeble-minded, nor was her 
mother, nor was her daughter, Vivian Buck, who Carrie bore as a result of being raped and who was 
declared “feeble-minded” as a baby, because, as a social worker testified during the trial, “There is a 
look about it that is not quite normal, but just what it is, I can’t tell.” 


None of these facts mattered to the Supreme Court. Presided over by former President and Chief 
Justice William Howard Taft, the Court voted 8-to-1 in favor of upholding Buck’s forced 
sterilization and the constitutionality of the Virginia eugenics sterilization law itself. Writing the 
decision was one of the most famous and venerated Justices in the history of the court, Oliver 
Wendell Holmes, Jr., himself a eugenicist from the so-called “Boston Brahmin” sect of the 
hereditary East Coast establishment. 


In his decision, Holmes justified the forced sterilization of those like Buck by calling on the 
government’s right to vaccinate its citizens against their will: 


“Tt is better for all the world if, instead of waiting to execute degenerate offspring for 
crime or to let them starve for their imbecility, society can prevent those who are 
manifestly unfit from continuing their kind. The principle that sustains compulsory 
vaccination is broad enough to cover cutting the Fallopian tubes,” he declared before 
infamously concluding: “ Three generations of imbeciles are enough.” 


And with that, the floodgates were opened. New laws were enacted and old laws revised to comport 
with the Supreme Court’s decision. Forcible sterilizations, taking place in a covert and low-key 
manner before, were now reported with pride. A few thousand individuals sterilized against their 
will became tens of thousands. The eugenics era, brought into being by the immense fortunes of the 
Rockefellers and their ilk, had arrived. And, with the aid of a very dramatic push by the 
Rockefellers, it was about to go international. 


Beginning in November 1922 and increasingly throughout the 1920s, the Rockefeller Foundation 
began a series of grants and fellowships to German scientists. Equivalent to millions of dollars in 
today’s money, these fellowships transformed the German scientific establishment, devastated in the 
wake of World War I. The Foundation’s money found its way into the coffers of the Kaiser Wilhelm 
Institutes, a series of scientific organizations that included an Institute for Psychiatry and an 
Institute for Anthropology, Human Heredity and Eugenics. 


One of the main beneficiaries of this Rockefeller largesse was Ernst Riidin, a head researcher at the 
Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Psychiatry and a key architect of Germany’s eugenics program under 
the Third Reich. Rüdin co-edited the official rules and commentary on the Law for the Prevention 
of Defective Progeny, which was passed on July 14, 1933, less than six months after Hitler was 
appointed interim chancellor by President Paul von Hindenburg. The law, like the Virginia law that 
the Supreme Court upheld and that led to the sterilization of Carrie Buck and tens of thousands of 
other Americans, was modeled on Harry Laughlin’s Model Eugenic Sterilization legislation. It 
formed “Genetic Health Courts” which could mandate sterilization of “defectives” in eight different 
categories: the feeble-minded, schizophrenics, manic depressives, sufferers of Huntington’s chorea, 
epileptics, those with hereditary deformities, the blind and the deaf. Alcoholics, a ninth category, 
were to be optionally added to the list, with a caution against inclusion of ordinary drunkards. By 
the end of the year, 62,400 Germans were found unfit to breed and sterilized against the will. By 
1945, that number had reached 400,000. 


In the 1940s, that eugenics program was to expand into euthanasia under the Aktion T4 program, 
resulting in over 70,000 children, senior citizens, and psychiatric patients being murdered by the 
Nazi regime. 


As the dust settled on World War II, the name of “eugenics” became synonymous with the Nazis in 
the minds of the general public. The eugenicists, outraged, knew that their work could not continue 
any longer under the name of eugenics. But that didn’t mean that it couldn’t continue. 


Richard Grove: So after World War II you don’t hear about it anymore as eugenics. 
What you hear is molecular biology, and these sorts of colloquial terms that were 
developed by the Rockefeller Foundation, which was one of the families primarily in 
America that was helping to fund it in America, in Britain, in Germany, who also funded 
Hitler during that time. So there’s a lot of overlaps between the people who were 
actually out there funding genocide and the people who had ideas about culling the 
population, population control and sterilizing people, and these ideas go on and 
permeate society to this day. 


As American Eugenics Society co-founder Frederick Osborne wrote: “Eugenic goals are most likely 
to be attained under a name other than eugenics.” Thus, he moved the American Eugenics Society 
into the offices of John D. Rockefeller III’s Population Council, becoming president in 1957. 


The Rockefellers and their fellow oiligarchs had for generations felt themselves to be stewards of 
the planet, protecting it from the rising tide of the genetically inferior. They were not about to give 
up that quest. They would simply have to package it under a different name. 


PART TWO: OILIGARCHS FOR CLIMATE CHANGE 


Maurice Strong: With all the evidence that we’ve amassed in our preparations for the 
Stockholm Conference, including the views of many of world’s leading scientists, I am 
convinced that the prophets of doom have got to be taken seriously. In other words, 
doomsday is a possibility. I am equally convinced that doomsday is not inevitable.” 


SOURCE: Maurice Strong Interview (BBC 1972) 


On paper, it would be almost impossible to find a less likely candidate for “Godfather” of the 
modern environmental movement than Maurice Strong. A junior high school dropout from a poor 


family in rural Manitoba struck hard by the great depression, Strong’s meteoric rise to the heights of 
wealth and political influence is itself remarkable. The sheer number of environmental 
organizations that he founded, conferences he chaired, campaigns he directed and accolades he 
received over the course of his career is even more remarkable: Organizer of the Stockholm 
Environmental Conference, founding director of the United Nations Environment Program, 
Secretary General of the Rio Earth Summit, founder of the Earth Council and the Earth Charter 
movement, chair of the World Resources Institute, commissioner of the World Commission on 
Environment and Development, and board member of a bewildering array of organizations, from 
the International Institute for Sustainable Development to the Stockholm Environment Institute to 
the African-American Institute. 


But perhaps the most remarkable thing about Strong, this ubiquitous figure of the 20th century 
environmental movement, was his background: a Rockefeller-connected millionaire from the 
Alberta oil patch who divided his time between environmental campaigning and running major oil 
companies. 


To understand how this came about, we have to examine the history of the emergence of the 
environmental movement. In the post-war period, the desire to control the population put on a new 
mask: protecting the world from resource depletion, pollution and ecological catastrophe. And, as 
always, the Rockefeller family was there to provide the funding and organizational support to steer 
this burgeoning movement toward their own ends. 


Raymond Burr: President Nixon and the United States Congress established the 
Commission on Population Growth and the American Future. The chairman of this 
unique commission is John D. Rockefeller HI. 


John D. Rockefeller III: There’s a very broad-ranging mandate. Nobody’s had one of 
this character before and just from that this question of quality of life just emerged as 
the seemingly key issue. 


Burr: But the main finding was that stabilization of some kind is clearly desirable for 
the country. 


JDR3: Yes, we said that it is recognized that population cannot continue to grow 
indefinitely. Nobody question that and we said from our findings (that) we felt that now 
the nation should welcome and plan for a stabilized population. The whole question of 
pollution, environment and population came very much to the fore in amazingly rapid 
time and President Nixon in July of 1969 made a statement to the Congress exclusively 
on this question, and Pd like to read just two sentences from that statement, as I think 
it’s indicative of his concern in regard to the subject and his recognition of its 
importance here and around the world. He said, “One of the most serious challenges to 
human destiny in the last third of this century will be the growth of the population. 
Whether man’s response to this challenge will be a cause for pride or for despair in the 
year 2000 will depend very much on what we do today.” 


SOURCE: Survival Of Spaceship Earth (1972) 


Joining the Rockefellers in shaping the international environmental movement were their fellow 
oiligarchs across the Atlantic, including the British royals behind BP and the Dutch Royals behind 
Royal Dutch Shell. And facilitating the transition from eugenics to population control to 


environmentalism was Julian Huxley, brother of Brave New World author Aldous Huxley and 
grandson of “Darwin’s bulldog” T.H. Huxley. 


Julian Huxley was a committed eugenicist, chairing the British Eugenics Society from 1959 to 
1962. But, like the other eugenicists of the post-war era, he understood the need to pursue the now- 
discredited work of eugenics under a different guise. The founding director of the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), Huxley wrote in the agency’s 
founding document about the need to find ways to make the cause of eugenics politically viable 
once again: 


“At the moment, it is probable that the indirect effect of civilisation is dysgenic instead 
of eugenic; and in any case it seems likely that the dead weight of genetic stupidity, 
physical weakness, mental instability, and disease-proneness, which already exist in the 
human species, will prove too great a burden for real progress to be achieved. Thus even 
though it is quite true that any radical eugenic policy will be for many years politically 
and psychologically impossible, it will be important for UNESCO to see that the 
eugenic problem is examined with the greatest care, and that the public mind is 
informed of the issues at stake so that much that now is unthinkable may at least 
become thinkable.” 


Huxley found the perfect front for the re-introduction of those “unthinkable” eugenical ideas in 
1948, when he used UNESCO as a springboard for founding the International Union for the 
Conservation of Nature, and then again in 1961, when he used that agency as a springboard to 
create the World Wildlife Fund. Joining Huxley as co-founders of the fund were not only Prince 
Bernhard of the Netherlands, founder of the Bilderberg Group and former employee of the IG 
Farben conglomerate, and Prince Philip of England, but Godfrey A. Rockefeller of the Rockefeller 
dynasty. Together, they pledged to “harness public opinion and educate the world about the 
necessity for conservation.” 


Years of “education” about the strain that the growing human population put on the resources of the 
earth, paid for by the very oiligarchs who had just spent the past century monopolizing one of the 
world’s key resources, led, inevitably to a predictable conclusion: 


Hugh Downs: Now for the first time in the history of man, an international movement 
is underway. The people of the nations and the nations of the world have joined together 
to find the answers. This building and the worlds representatives hold the solution. 
We’ve seen what we’ve done to bring about the destruction of our Earth. Is it not the 
time now to cure the disease that we ourselves have created? 


SOURCE: Survival Of Spaceship Earth (1972) 


Yes, the “cure” for the “disease” of mankind, according to Rockefeller-funded propaganda featuring 
John D. Rockefeller III as an expert commentator, was to be found at the United Nations, whose 
headquarters had been so graciously donated by the Rockefeller family itself. And the first step 
toward discovering that cure was to organize the UN Conference on the Human Environment in 
Stockholm in 1972, the world’s first international environmental conference. 


Narrator: For 11 days in June 1972, Stockholm was a magnet for everyone concerned 
with the environment: 1,200 official delegates from 113 nations were in Stockholm for 
the 1st International Conference on the Human Environment. The meeting, first 


proposed to the United Nations by Sweden and approved by the General Assembly in 
1968, attracted worldwide attention. 


In four short years, the topic of the human environment had gone from the back pages 
of newspapers to make headlines on page 1. 


SOURCE: 1972 United Nations Conference on the Human Environment (Part 1) 


And who better to oversee the conference and lay the institutional groundwork for this burgeoning, 
oiligarch-supported movement, than a consummate oil man? 


Maurice Strong: The very fact that the conference began with 113 participating 
countries, with very high-level delegations from those countries, this in itself 
represented a very significant step forward. Because this demonstrated more than 
anything else the real concern of the majority of countries in the world. 


SOURCE: 1972 United Nations Conference on the Human Environment (Part 1) 


All his life, Maurice Strong had the uncanny ability to be in the right place at the right time to meet 
the right person to advance up the ranks. Having been born in Oak Lake, Manitoba, in 1929, and 
suffering through the Great Depression, the ambitious young Strong dropped out of school at age 14 
and headed north to look for work. Finding his way to Chesterfield Inlet, Strong got a job as a fur 
buyer for the Hudson’s Bay Company and there met “Wild” Bill Richardson, a prospector whose 
wife, Mary McColl, hailed from the family behind McColl-Frontenac, one of Canada’s largest oil 
companies. 


Elaine Dewar: So, Mr. Strong enters the big world through a guy by the name of ‘Wild’ 
Bill Richardson, who was a sort of prospector married into an oil family called McColl 
whose company was called McColl-Frontenac. It was a major importer of oil from the 
Middle East that had been taken over long since by the Texaco Company through a 
brokerage house called Nesbitt Thomson. In a way, Mr. Strong was introduced to the 
world of Big Oil and the world of resources at a very young age. He was picked up as a 
very smart kid, taken under the wing of a man named Paul Martin Sr., who was a 
cabinet minister and whose son would go on to become the Prime Minister of Canada 
and introduced to the oil patch though people at the very top — and that would include 
David Rockefeller. 


Through the Richardsons, Strong made a series of increasingly unlikely connections. First he was 
introduced to the Treasurer of the then-brand new United Nations, Noah Monod. Unbelievably, 
Monod didn’t just secure Strong a job as a junior security officer at UN headquarters, he allowed 
the young Manitoba farm boy to live with him in New York. And while there, Monod introduced 
Strong to the most important contact of his life, David Rockefeller. 


From that moment on, Strong was a made man. And from that moment on, wherever Strong went, 
Rockefeller and his associates were there somewhere in the background. 


It was a Standard Oil veteran, Jack Gallagher, who gave Strong his big break in the Alberta oil 
patch when he quit his UN security job to return to Canada. And when Maurice Strong suddenly 
decided to quit that oil patch job, sell his house, and travel to Africa, he supported himself working 
for Rockefeller’s CalTex in Nairobi. 


When he quit that job in 1954 and started his own company back in Canada, he hired Henrie Brunie 
(a close friend of Rockefeller associate John J. McCloy) to manage it, and appointed two Standard 
Oil of New Jersey reps to its board. By his late 20s he was running his own company and was 
already a millionaire. 


As he would throughout his life, Maurice Strong capitalized on these connections and opportunities 
to full effect. After being chosen to organize the UN environmental conference in Stockholm, he 
was appointed a Trustee of the Rockefeller Foundation, which then funded his office for the 
Stockholm summit and supplied Carnegie Fellow Barbara Ward and Rockefeller ecologist Rene 
Dubos for his team. Strong commissioned them to write “Only One Earth,” a foundational text in 
the sustainable development arena that is heavily touted by globalists as a key document for 
promoting the global management of resources. 


The 1972 Stockholm summit is still hailed as a landmark moment in the history of the modern 
environmental movement, leading not only to the first governmentally-administered environmental 
action plans in Europe but the creation of an entirely new UN bureaucracy: the United Nations 
Environment Programme (UNEP). Naturally, the UN appointed Maurice Strong as UNEP’s first 
director. 


Shortly thereafter, Strong continued his double life by jumping straight back into the oil patch. 


Eastern Canada was hit particularly hard by the OPEC oil embargo, and as a result then-Prime 
Minister Pierre Trudeau created PetroCanada, Canada’s national oil company. And who did he tap 
as the company’s first president? None other than that crusading Rockefeller-backed 
“environmentalist,” Maurice Strong. 


Leaving that post in 1978, Strong continued with a scarcely believable series of governmental, 
private sector and international appointments, from Chairman of the Canada Development 
Investment Corporation to Chairman of AZL Resources Incorporated to leading the UN’s famine 
relief program in Africa. 


In 1987, Strong helped to organize another environmental conference, much less known but no less 
remarkable than the Stockholm summit. Dubbed the 4th World Wilderness Congress, the meeting 
took place in Denver, Colorado, and brought together Strong, David Rockefeller, Edmond de 
Rothschild, then-Treasury Secretary James Baker, and a gaggle of other oiligarchs, bankers, 
Washington power players and globalists, ostensibly to talk about the environment. What they 
actually discussed was altogether more incredible: 


DAVID LANG: I suggest therefore that this be sold not through a democratic process. 
That would take too long and devour far too much of the funds to educate the cannon 
fodder, unfortunately, that populates the earth. We have to take almost an elitist 
program, [so] that we can see beyond our swollen bellies, and look to the future in time 
frames and in results which are not easily understood, or which can be, with intellectual 
honesty, be reduced down to some kind of simplistic definition. 


SOURCE: UN UNCED Earth Summit 1992 by George Hunt 


Those were the words of David Lang, a banker from Montreal who spoke during the conference. 
And to Lang, the Rockefellers, the Rothschilds and the other bankers and oiligarchs assembled at 
the meeting, the general population are “cannon fodder” that “unfortunately [...] populates the 
earth.” This candid admission, a perfect encapsulation of the eugenical ideas at the heart of the 


global conservation movement funded into existence by the oiligarchs themselves, was caught on 
tape by George Hunt, a businessman in Boulder, Colorado, who had volunteered to help the 
conference as a concemed citizen and came away horrified by what he had witnessed there. He 
released his own recordings of the proceedings in the early 1990s to warn the public about this 
group and its ultimate aims. 


Hunt’s recording captured the moment when Maurice Strong introduced Baron Edmond de 
Rothschild — whose father’s cousin had sold the Rothschild’s Azerbaijani oil fields to Royal Dutch 
Shell in 1911 — as a pioneer of the environmental movement and a founder of the concept of 
“conservation banking.” 


Maurice Strong: One of the most important initiatives that is open here for your 
consideration is that of the conservation banking program. As we mentioned this 
morning, we have, as our chairman, fortunately, the person who really is the source of 
this very significant concept. He was/is one of the trustees of the International 
Wilderness Foundation, which sponsored this meeting. He was at the first of these 
conferences. So his conversion to the relationship between conservation and economic 
development has been a pioneering one. So there is no better person. He epitomizes in 
his own life that positive synthesis between environment, conservation on the one hand 
and economics on the other, and I’m just delighted to have this opportunity of 
introducing to you Edmond de Rothschild. 


Edmond de Rothschild: Maurice, thank you very much indeed for all that you’ve said, 
and I would ask the audience to take with a slight grain of salt all that he has said about 
me. 


SOURCE: UN UNCED Earth Summit 1992 by George Hunt 


The meeting accomplished some important goals for the oiligarchs. It led to the creation of 
“Wilderness Areas,” vast expanses of natural terrain from which the public could be largely 
excluded. These areas were to be designated and overseen by the IUCN, the same body that British 
Eugenics Society president Julian Huxley used as a springboard to creating the World Wildlife 
Fund. 


Another important goal of the conference was Rothschild’s proposal for the creation of a so-called 
“World Conservation Bank” that would operate at a supra-national level and coordinate finance for 
development projects around the world. 


Edmond de Rothschild: The meetings now over the concept of an international 
conservation banking program involve all sectors of the human community: 
Governmental and inter-governmental agencies, the public and private agencies, large 
charitable foundations, as well as ordinary individuals worldwide. By thinking forward 
as to how to reach out to the public at large, to every corporate entity throughout the 
world to put aside, hopefully tax-free, a part of their profits to fund our ecological and 
environmental protection. 


Ladies and gentlemen, every country has its own problems, its indigenous peoples and 


its wildlife. This international conservation bank must know no frontiers, no 
boundaries.” 


SOURCE: UN UNCED Earth Summit 1992 by George Hunt 


This world conservation bank was forwarded and eventually realized at Maurice Strong’s next 
major conference, the one which was to serve as the crowning achievement of his unlikely career as 
environmental crusader, and which still remains one of the touchstones of the environmental 
movement: the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro. 


Narrator: In June 1992, the world met in Rio to discuss the fate of planet Earth. In this 
largest summit and very first Earth Summit ever held, representatives from 166 
countries, 130 heads of state and 15,000 non-governmental organizations came together 
with the hopes of deciding specific agreements that would balance environmental 
preservation with economic needs. 


SOURCE: 1992 — UN Earth Summit — Rio de Janeiro — In Our Hands (Part 1) 


George H. W. Bush: And my gratitude to Secretary General Maurice Strong for his 
tireless work in bringing this Earth Summit together. This is truly an historic gathering. 
There are those who say that economic growth and environmental protection cannot be 
compatible. 


John Major: “The world is our garden and together we must cultivate it. This week at 
Rio we have made a start. Beyond Rio we must continue to carry it through.” 


Maurice Strong: “We cannot be complacent. Unless the agreements reached here are 
accompanied by commitments to significant change — change, of course, indeed for the 
human species in my view, your excellencies—we simply are headed for a moment in 
the 21st century where the condition of our species may become terminal.” 


SOURCE: Brazil— Rio Earth Summit (B) 


As useful as the 4th World Wilderness Congress had been in advancing the agenda of Maurice 
Strong and the oiligarchs, that was only setting the stage for the Earth Summit in Rio. 


At the Earth Summit, Edmond de Rothschild got his “World Conservation Bank.” Dubbed the 
“Global Environment Facility” and launched at the summit itself, it serves as the funding 
mechanism for five different UN conventions and provides billions of dollars worth of financing to 
environmental and development projects around the world. Its 18 “implementing partners” include 
the Rockefeller-funded Food and Agricultural Organization, the Huxley-founded International 
Union for the Conservation of Nature, the Maurice Strong-created United Nations Environment 
Programme, and the Prince Bernhard/Prince Philip/Godfrey Rockefeller-founded World Wildlife 
Fund. 


One of the Global Environment Facility’s specialties is “debt-for-nature swaps,” where Third World 
countries are given debt relief in return for opening their land up for environmental development 
projects. The projects come with transaction costs of up to 5%, paid to the contractors who manage 
and direct the investments, not to the locals who, like the aborigines of Palawan island are kicked 
off their land and effectively wiped off the face of the map. 


The Earth Summit also gave rise to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, 
the body to which the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change delivers its reports. Generally 
thought to be neutral, non-governmental bodies relying only on science and evidence, the UNFCCC 
and the IPCC are handcuffed by the terms that Strong set out for them to deliver only one 
conclusion: that humanity is to blame for climate change. 


Dr. Tim Ball: When they set up the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 
Maurice Strong, who we should talk a lot about, he wrote the terms of reference and the 
first term of reference was the definition of climate change and he limited it, 
deliberately, to only human causes of climate change. Of course that effectively 
eliminated all of the natural causes and natural variability which is why you see them 
not looking at things like the sun and a whole bunch of other issues. He then limited it 
even further in another term of reference, he set it up into three working groups. There 
was the technical group, Working Group 1, which wrote the science report, and that was 
600 of the 2,500 people. The other 1,900 people were in Working Groups 2 & 3. Now 
they were inconsequential because they had to accept the findings of Working Group 1, 
which were already limited by their terms of reference. So whatever their finding was, 
Working Groups 2 & 3 then said, “OK, you’re telling us it’s going to warm, we accept 
that as fact. We now look at the implications of that,” and that’s where you hear all these 
stories of the ice is going to melt, the sea-levels are going to rise, etc. 


So really, the majority of the report by 1,900 scientists is accepting without question the 
finding of the first group. Now Strong really restricted it even more because they then 
came and said, “Now look, this report is not to be used for policy,” but then they set up 
the Summary for Policymakers, the absolute contradiction of that. The Summary for 
Policymakers is written by a completely separate group, and then they write 
independent of the science report. The science report is finished and set aside. The 
Summary for Policymakers is written and given out to the media, but the rules — the 
terms of reference that Strong set out — said that the Summary for Policymakers goes 
back to the science report people and says make sure your science report agrees with 
what we’ve put in the summary. 


SOURCE: The IPCC Exposed 


Another product of the Earth Summit in Rio was the Earth Charter, a quasi-religious document that 
Mikhail Gorbachev, who helped draft the text along with Maurice Strong, referred to as a 
replacement for the Ten Commandments, and which sought to usher in an era of Gaia worship and 
global responsibility. Declaring that “[f]undamental changes are needed in our values, institutions, 
and ways of living,” the document then counsels that we must create a world of “shared 
responsibility” to the “Earth community,” before concluding: 


“In order to build a sustainable global community, the nations of the world must renew their 
commitment to the United Nations, fulfill their obligations under existing international agreements, 
and support the implementation of Earth Charter principles with an international legally binding 
instrument on environment and development.” 


Patrick Wood: Well, the Earth Charter was one of the bi-products ultimately of the first 
Earth Summit. I published the Earth Charter in the appendix of my book Technocracy 
Rising: The Trojan Horse of Global Transformation, just so people could see this with 
their own eyes what it says. It was a document that was like a compact with the world. It 
was a very religious, humanistic document that tried to unify the world into a single 
concept of globalization. It was a very defined document that was signed off — the 
history goes back before that, but it was finally signed-off by almost all of the nations at 
the United Nations, and the primary author of the Earth Charter was Steven Rockefeller. 
And so the Rockefellers understood early on that no, it’s not just the economic system 
and it’s not just necessarily the political control system, we also have to factor in a 
religious belief that we can use to get people to believe that what we’re doing is for their 
good. 


What the oiligarchs had been working toward for decades, and what they achieved in Rio in 1992, 
was the completion of the transformation of the eugenics philosophy, from talk of “sterilization” of 
the “feeble-minded” to a popular understanding of humanity as a cancer that must be removed for 
the Earth to live. Now the duty was to “reduce carbon footprints” and reduce the population in the 
name of “saving the planet.” But, wrapped in this new vocabulary and coming with a trendy, 
pervasive, and well-funded advertising campaign, the end result sounded remarkably similar to the 
eugenics of old. 


Tucker Carlson: A new study from Lund University in Sweden says that the single best 
way to cut your carbon footprint, assuming you want to, is simply to refuse to 

reproduce. Deleting some humans from existence, they say, saves far more carbon than, 
I don’t know, being vegetarian, riding a bike to work, not boarding an airplane. 


SOURCE: ‘Stop Having Kids’ — Tucker Carlson Tonight 


Jennifer Ludden: There is a new study that says, well, actually if we reduce global 
fertility by half a child per woman, that you could maybe do that. It would go a long 
way. It would reduce a fifth to a quarter of all carbon emissions needed to avoid that 
tipping point. 


SOURCE: NPR Asks: Should We Have Less Kids Due To Global Warming? 


Bill Nye: So should we have policies that penalize people for having extra kids in the 
developed world? 


Guest: So, I do think that we should at least consider it. 


Nye: Well, at least consider it is like do it. 


SOURCE: Bill Nye : Should parents having “extra kids“ in developed countries be 
penalized? 


Fox News Reporter: In the push to reduce global warming, children, according to 
some, are the new culprits. A think tank in the UK says that too many kids are what is 
making the planet worse. Saying large families, anything over two children really, 
should be frowned upon as an environmental no-no. 


SOURCE: Endgame (2007) 


And, without the public even noticing it, the oiligarchs were able to wrap themselves in this new 
flag to appear not as the billionaire scions of the oil industry who made their vast fortunes by 
plundering the earth and monopolizing its wealth, but as crusading environmentalists who are going 
to save the planet from the “cannon fodder” that “unfortunately populates the earth.” 


David Rockefeller: The negative impact of population growth, on all of our planetary 
ecosystems, is becoming appallingly evident. 


SOURCE: David Rockefeller speaks about population control 


Rex Tillerson: So we have been members of the IPCC, we have authored many of their 
papers, we have peer-reviewed all their papers. So we have been engaged in the 
understanding and the evolution of our understanding of climate change for decades. 


SOURCE: Rex Tillerson explains his position on climate change 


Narrator: At Saudi Aramco, we strive to continually reduce the environmental impact 
of our operations, from oil well to consumer, and our support for the Oil and Gas 
Climate Initiative that strives to be a catalyst for practical action on climate change 
through collaboration on technology and best practices. 


SOURCE: Saudi Aramco — Sustainable Production 


Claudio Descalzi: We have a common reason. We care about environment. We think 
that together we can do better. We have the competencies, we have the strength, we 
have the tools to do good things in this field. 


Amin H. Nasser: Technology that will be developed through this investment fund of $1 
billion will help us in the long-term to reduce emissions. 


Josu Jon Imaz: We want to build an ecosystem of innovation on this issue, working 
together. 


Patrick Pouyanne: We bring our force together, we can bring pragmatic and concrete 
solutions. 


SOURCE: OGCI Invests in Innovative Low-Emissions Technologies 


And even today, the masses, outraged over the carnage that Big Oil has wrought, are content to have 
that outrage directed by the very oiligarchs they seek to oppose, the same oiligarchs who are quietly 
funding and supporting their environmental movement from behind the scenes — and even leading 
it from the front. 


The Rockefeller family made headlines by divesting from oil completely in 2016. 


Narrator: The Rockefellers, heir to an oil fortune that made the family name a symbol 
of American wealth, believe they’re doing their namesake proud by getting out of oil. 
Fund director Stephen Heintz spoke reverently of oil tycoon John D. Rockefeller in a 
statement: “We are quite convinced that if he were alive today, as an astute 
businessman looking out to the future, he would be moving out of fossil fuels and 
investing in clean, renewable energy.” 


SOURCE: Rockefeller heirs get out of oil | Fortune 


David de Rothschild is one of the photogenic leading lights of the environmental movement. 
Dubbed “Plastic Jesus” for his publicity stunts and photo opportunities masquerading as a 
concerned environmentalist, David de Rothschild — a scion of the billionaire banking family that 
added to its fortune with its Azerbaijani oil field holdings and still invests in oil through ventures 
like Genie Energy — now spends his time lecturing the public about how their lifestyles are killing 
the polar bears. 


David de Rothschild: We have to start spending money fast on the solutions that we 
have in hand to try and help these countries which are already seeing the effects of 
climate change today and seeing the effects of our consumption, basically. 


SOURCE: Rothschild Says Climate Change ‘Past Point of Talking’ 


Prince Charles is outspoken on the subject of global warming, warning his loyal subjects that unless 
they tighten their belts and live more humble lives, they will bring about the end of the world. 


Prince Charles: Ladies and gentlemen, the battle against climate change is surely the 
most defining and pivotal challenge of our time. 


We cannot ignore the symptoms and should act now to restore the health of the planet 
before it is too late. This of course will require an unprecedented transformation of our 
communities, science, societies and lifestyles. All predicated on the move to a low- 
carbon and circular economy. 


SOURCE: Prince Charles urges action against climate change ‘before it is too late’ 


The groundwork has been laid for what these oiligarchs call the post-carbon era. It is no longer 
about oil. It never was. It is about control. 


PART THREE: AGENDA: TECHNOCRACY 


M. King Hubbert: Now, so this complete cycle for the world, to give you a timescale 
on that — bear in mind that’s starting in 1857, and so here’s where we were about three 
or four years ago. This was proved reserves in the era, which would add up to about 
here, and the estimated peak would occur about 1995, and we go into the decline. That 
middle 80%, again, is spread from the late ’60s until a little beyond 2020. I computed it 
out here about 56 years. That assumes an orderly evolution. That says that a child born, 
say, within the last 10 years will probably see the world consume most of its oil if he 
lives a normal life. 


SOURCE: Marion King Hubbert on global oil depletion (1976) 


Today, Marion King Hubbert is best known as the Shell Oil researcher who gained notoriety in the 
1950s for predicting that the US would achieve its peak production of petroleum by 1970, and that 
almost all of the planet’s oil supplies would be exhausted by 2020. 


This “Peak Oil” theory, still sometimes referred to as “Hubbert’s Peak,” was, like everything else 
generated by Big Oil, a conveniently crafted lie, designed to habituate the market to artificial 
scarcity and thus keep oil prices high. Hubbert’s “prediction” was not based on any empirical data 
from any oil field, but instead relied on Hubbert’s incorrect guesses about remaining oil reserves 
and employed a heuristic tool to model production. 


As Hubbert’s protégé and colleague at Shell Oil, Kenneth Deffeyes, conceded years later: “The 
numerical methods that Hubbert used to make his prediction are not crystal clear. Today, 44 years 
later, my guess is that Hubbert, like everyone else, reached his conclusion first and then searched 
for raw data and methods to support his conclusion.” 


Shortly before his death in 1989, Hubbert himself admitted that when he showed his Peak Oil paper 
to Shell’s managing director before presenting it to his colleagues, the director had told him not to 
“go overboard” with his estimates of oil reserves, pointing specifically to L.G. Weeks, a rival 
geophysicist who had estimated reserves to be much higher, and thus the impending threat of 
undersupply and the need for high oil prices to be much weaker. 


But although today Hubbert is remembered almost exclusively for his Peak Oil thesis, he was in 
fact involved in a much larger, lifelong project, helping to codify and incorporate a movement that, 
much like eugenics, was wildly popular nearly a century ago, fell out of favor in polite society, and 
yet continues today under other names. That movement was called “Technocracy.” 


Arvid Peterson: Hello, I’m Arvid Peterson, and this is the first of a two-part 
presentation on Technocracy, an alternative social system. These programs are not 
intended to entertain or amuse you, nor are they meant to scare you. We are making a 
new approach. It is not political, financial, philosophical, legal, religious or moral. It is a 
technological approach. Technocracy is the scientific answer to America’s social 
problems and technocracy is a new design for social operation that based on upon 
science. It is the vehicle by which we can move into a new era for better living.” 


SOURCE: Technocracy Full Presentation 


Technocracy billed itself as a social movement, a philosophy, a scientific solution to political and 
economic problems, and a new way of ordering the world. But, at base, it is an idea for a new 
international economic order, one to be designed and managed down to the most minute detail by a 
select few: the “technocrats.” 


Patrick Wood: Technocracy was defined very succinctly in 1938 by their own 
publication The Technocrat’s Magazine. They call it a system of scientifically 
engineering society. They saw themselves as a merger between hard science and social 
science, which really is an oxymoron. Social science is not really a science in my 
opinion but they believed that. So they believed they could take their scientific method 
they use in the hard sciences and apply it to society. They also believe that they alone 
were the only ones that could run society correctly. As a result of technology having 
come in and change the fabric of society, they hated politicians, they hated the 
establishment, the organization of society they way it is because it was not efficient, it 
was not conservation based if you will to conserve resources. So they took it upon 
themselves to define the economic model that would replace capitalism and free- 
enterprise and that’s exactly what it was, a replacement of the economic system. 


Drawing on Henri Saint-Simon’s call for a scientifically-organized socialist system, the positivism 
and secular humanism of Auguste Comte, and the “Principles of Scientific Management” 
propounded by Frederick Taylor, the technocratic movement emerged from the same environment 
of progressivism, positivism and social Darwinism that birthed eugenics. Just as the eugenicists 
believed the human race could be improved through selective breeding controlled and administered 
by a small group of scientists and their billionaire backers, so, too, did the technocrats believe that 
they could improve the social and economic conditions of humanity by controlling and 
administering society. And, happily enough for the oiligarchs, the technocrats would improve the 
world by replacing money with energy certificates. 


Led by the eccentric “revolutionary” economist and sociologist Thorstein Veblen, the technocratic 
movement that formed around Veblen’s “New School for Social Research” and “Technical 


Alliance” attracted both engineers and serious researchers like King Hubbert and Buckminster 
Fuller and fellow eccentrics like Howard Scott. 


Scott, a “mysterious man” of uncertain background, established himself in New York City at the end 
of World War I and came to be seen as a “bohemian engineer.” In 1920 he went to work for the 
Wobblies as a research director, and the following year he founded the Technical Alliance, a group 
of engineers and scientists centered around Columbia University, and which, as a forerunner to the 
technocracy movement, advocated for a society run by scientists and engineers. 


In 1932, the charismatic and well-spoken Scott managed to attach himself to Walter Rautenstrauch, 
a professor at Columbia and the founder of the university’s Department of Industrial Engineering. 
With a common interest in technocracy, the two became friends and allies. It was through 
Rautenstrauch that Scott was able to approach the president of Columbia, Nicholas Murray Butler, 
for permission to use the university’s facilities. Butler, always on the lookout for the cutting edge of 
progressivism, was swayed by the technocratic ideas, and soon Scott’s Committee on Technocracy 
was operating out of the basement of Hamilton Hall. 


When Butler let word slip about the next big idea being cooked up in the basement of his university, 
technocracy became a sensation. It was lauded in the press, Scott became a sought-after speaker, 
and there was even a dance named after the movement. 


It was at Columbia that Scott met King Hubbert, and the two, an unlikely pair of serious-minded 
researcher and eccentric revolutionary, immediately hit it off. Their stint together at Columbia was 
about to come to an abrupt end, but their association would last for decades, and help give birth to 
ideas that would eventually transform the world. 


Patrick Wood: Technocracy really got recognized when it was at Columbia. We’ll talk 
in a minute, they didn’t last there very long because as it turned out one of the 
promoters of technocracy, Howard Scott, turned out to be a fraud. He was kind of the 
main spokesman for the movement and he pumped up his résumé, like so many people 
do today, unfortunately, he pumped it up and basically he just lied about his past and his 
educational past and they all assumed he had a degree in some advanced engineering or 
whatever and he knew all of the buzz words, but some sharp reporter did some 
investigative research on him and said, “I can’t find where this guy graduated 
anywhere,” and when Columbia found out that the guy was a fraud they realized that, 
well, Butler’s ego got involved and he said, “Man, these people have played me,” and 
so he kicked them all out. Just ka-boom! Just drop-kicked them right out. He said, “Get 
out of my building!” and they all left and scattered. The technocrats that were left at 
Columbia, which there were several of them that were professors at Columbia at the 
time, they just zipped their lips, shut up, went back to work, figured out I want to keep 
my job. I’m just going to not ever mention technocracy again. It didn’t mean they 
stopped believing, but they didn’t talk about it for a very, very long time at Columbia. 


Disgraced, evicted from Columbia, and with the Committee on Technocracy disbanded almost as 
quickly as it had come together, Scott found himself at a personal low. Penniless and with an old 
debt having caught up to him, he had only one person he could rely on: M. King Hubbert. 


Hubbert let Scott live in his Greenwich Village apartment and paid out of his own pocket to file the 
articles of incorporation for Technocracy, Inc., a new membership organization that would carry on 
the principles of technocracy. The first step, of course, was to define precisely what those principles 
were. 


Hubbert got to work penning the Technocracy Study Course, the Bible of the Technocracy 
movement. In it, Hubbert laid out the vision of “an abundance of physical wealth on a Continental 
scale for the use of all Continental citizens,” which, he warned, “can only be accomplished by a 
Continental technological control, a governance of function, a Technate.” 


The technocratic system was to be structured around a new monetary paradigm, one based not on 
dollars and cents but “Energy Certificates” representing the nation’s net energy expenditure. These 
certificates would be denominated in Joules and issued based on a net energy budget deemed 
appropriate by the technocratic state’s governing scientists. Citizens would be issued an equal share 
of the nation’s certificates and make their purchases with them, and the information about these 
purchases would be relayed back to the central planning body for analysis. By this method, the 
technocrats could, in the words of one proponent, “create a thermodynamically balanced load of 
production and consumption, thereby doing away with unemployment, debt and social injustice.” 


In the Technocracy Study Course, Hubbert, like a good technocrat, laid out the exact conditions that 
would need to be met for this vision to come to pass. According to him, technocracy would require: 


e all energy usage and all consumer spending throughout the nation to be calculated and 
registered on a continuous and instantaneous basis 

e a 24/7 inventory of all production and consumption 

e acomplete registry of all products available for sale, where they were produced, how much 
energy was expended in their production, and where and when they were sold. 

e and, finally, a “specific registration of the consumption of each individual, plus a record and 
description of the individual. 


Hubbert’s vision was not just that of a totalitarian society in which every detail of every interaction 
was recorded and reported to a central authority, but, for the 1930s, the concept of continuously and 
instantaneously updated registries of every good in the economy was not just audacious, but 
borderline insane. 


Nevertheless, suffering through the Great Depression, the American people were willing to listen to 
any ideas to replace the current system that had so obviously failed them, no matter how outlandish. 
Technocracy, Inc. did attract a following, swelling into the tens of thousands later in the decade. But 
Scott’s eccentric ways, compelling members to salute him in public and delivering rambling radio 
addresses, ultimately led to the movement’s long, slow decline in relevance. 


Hubbert never repudiated the concept of technocracy, but when he joined Shell as a researcher he 
resigned his position on the board of Technocracy, Inc. and avoided direct mention of the 
organization. 


The technocrats had sketched the outlines of a completely ordered and controlled society, one in 
which energy is the fundamental measure of value and all consumption and production is 
meticulously analyzed by a central authority. Technocracy, Inc. still exists to this day, but the 
language and thinking of the technocrats has, like eugenics, undergone a metamorphosis. And, also 
like eugenics, the name may have faded into obscurity, but the idea lives on in the hands of the 
oiligarchs. 


Bill Turnbull: Would you live in a greener lifestyle if you could make money from it? 


Kate Silverton: That may be possible if a government proposal for personal carbon 
emissions allowances is implemented. Under the scheme, everyone in the UK would be 
allocated an annual carbon allowance. 


Turnbull: Stored electronically, like a supermarket loyalty card, points would be 
deducted every time we buy or use non-renewable energy. For example: Using 
electricity to power appliances in the home. 

Silverton: Or traveling somewhere by plane. 

Turnbull: Or even buying petrol for your car on the [unintelligible]. 

Silverton: So then any points left over could then be sold back to a central bank, are 
you still with us, and people who need more, like motorists, who would use their 


allocations could then pay for a top-up. 


SOURCE: BBC Breakfast: Carbon Ration Card proposal, 20/07/2006 


Carbon rationing. Carbon trading. Carbon taxes. Cap and trade. Just as the technocrats of old 
envisioned a new economic order based on energy and governed by the dictates of scientists and 
engineers, so, too, does this modern form of technocracy envision an economic order in which 
energy is budgeted, priced and traded by intergovernmental panels of scientists and the political 
caste that grows up around these institutions. 


Sen. Jay Rockefeller: The Environmental Protection Agency is not a frivolous agency. 
It is created to regulate carbon dioxide emissions, and I have been saying to the West 
Virginia Coal Association, which, for the most part, doesn’t believe in climate science 
— they don’t believe there’s a climate problem — and I have been saying to them for a 
number of years that that’s wrong. In my judgment the science is true, the science is 
unequivocally true and that that there is a price to carbon in their future. I said this a 
couple of months ago — there’s a price to carbon in their future. 


SOURCE: Sen. Rockefeller Defends EPA, Climate Science 
Al Gore: But I believe that the cap-and-trade approach is the essential first step, partly 
because it is the only basis upon which we can envision a truly global agreement, 


because it’s very difficult to imagine a harmonized global tax. 


SOURCE: Cap and Trade is a tax Dingell, Gore 


Christiana Figueres: A carbon tax or any other way of putting a carbon price is 
actually, from an economic point of view, the most effective and efficient way to do this, 
OK? You can regulate and you can do all kinds of things but nothing is as strong a 
market signal to the private sector as a carbon price, whether that be a carbon tax or 
whether it be a cap-and-trade — which is what California’s doing — or any of the other 
measures that ultimately give you a carbon price. That is the simplest, cleanest, most 
powerful signal. So if that’s possible, I’m with you. 


SOURCE: Christiana Figueres: Meeting Our Climate Challenge — A United Nations 
Perspective 


These measures are sold to the public as a way of penalizing the big oil interests that have spent the 
last century monopolizing the world’s key resources and plundering the earth in the pursuit of 
profit. What they do not understand, because it has been deliberately obscured, is that it is these 
very interests that have been instrumental in creating these schemes in the first place. 


Rep. Steve Scalise: “Its my understanding that back in 1997, when you were Vice 
President, Enron’s CEO Ken Lay was involved in discussions with you at the White 
House about helping develop this type of policy, this trading scheme. Is that accurate? Is 
it inaccurate? It’s been reported. 


Al Gore: I don’t know, but I met with Ken Lay, as lots of people did, before anybody 
knew that he was a crook. 


Scalise: Right. And clearly you can see why so many of us are concerned about this 
type of cap-and-trade energy tax that would be literally turning over this country’s 
energy economy. 


Gore: I didn’t know him well enough to call him “Kenny-boy.” 


Scalise: But you knew him well enough to devise this trading scheme. 


SOURCE: Al Gore’s Lies Exposed By Congress 


In the early 1990s, Enron — the disgraced Texas-based energy trading company that turned out to 
be a complete fraud — spearheaded the EPA’s $20 billion cap-and-trade program for sulfur dioxide, 
promptly becoming the largest trader in the market. As a follow-up, the company, led by Ken Lay, 
began lobbying the Clinton administration, and particularly Vice President Al Gore, to create a 
similar market for carbon dioxide. Making lavish contributions to environmental groups like the 
Nature Conservancy, whose Climate Change Project argued for restrictions on carbon emissions, 
Enron then hired Christopher Horner, a former staffer on Senator Joe Lieberman’s Environment 
Committee, to lobby for an international treaty that would restrict emissions and allow for trading in 
emission rights. 


They were joined in this quest by Goldman Sachs, the infamous Wall Street investment bank known 
today for the revolving door between the firm and the US Treasury, who helped establish the 
Chicago Climate Exchange as the first North American emissions trading platform. In 2004, Al 
Gore, who has spent the last two decades lobbying for the creation of a carbon trading market, 
founded Generation Investment Management, an investment management partnership that sells 
carbon offsets, with David Blood, the CEO of Goldman Sachs Asset Management, who stepped 
down from his position with Goldman to go into business with Gore. By the end of the decade, 
Gore was already being hailed as a candidate to become the world’s first carbon billionaire. 


Gore himself is an oiligarch. His father, Al Gore, Sr., was a close friend of Armand Hammer, the oil 
tycoon behind Occidental Petroleum. After losing a Senate race in 1970, Gore’s father went to work 
for Hammer at Occidental for $500,000 a year. Over the course of his career, Gore, Sr. accumulated 
hundreds of thousands of dollars worth of Occidental stock, which fell into the hands of the 
executor of his estate at the time of his death: none other than his son, Al Gore. The Occidental 
connection does not end there. Discovering zinc ore on their Tennessee estate, Hammer bought the 
Gores’ land and sold it back to them with a claim on the mining rights, complete with a $20,000 


annual payment, which also went to Gore after his father’s death. In 2013, Gore earned $100 
million from the Qatari government on the sale of his “Current TV” venture, and then was surprised 
when reporters were more interested in discussing his oil money than his new book on the global 
warming cause. 


But Gore’s story is only an example of a larger phenomenon. In 2006, the United States Climate 
Action Partnership was formed to create “A Call for Action” to cut down on carbon emissions. It 
drafted the Blueprint for Legislative Action, which became the basis for the American Clean Energy 
and Security Act, seeking to create an emissions trading regime modeled on the European Union 
Emission Trading Scheme. And the members of the US Climate Action Partnership? A who’s who 
of the oiligarchy, including BP, ConocoPhillips, and General Motors. 


Carbon taxes and carbon trading have proven to be a hard sell for an increasingly wary public, but 
with the Paris Agreement of 2015 the world saw the biggest step yet toward this technocratic future 
of energy control and carbon rationing. No surprise, then, that the summit itself was sponsored by 
and prominently supported by big oil. 


Erik Schatzker: What’s your position and what message would you send to the 
President? 


Bob Dudley: Well, we have been clear in our support of the climate agreement in Paris. 
We're part of the Oil and Gas Climate Initiative, which is 10 of the big companies in the 
world, who are working towards projects and technologies that are needed. I think we 
all want to know how the formula will work, but I think the concept of Paris needs to 
stay in everybody’s mind on the issues of — we’ve got to transition the world to lower- 
carbon forms of energy, I have no doubt it will happen. 


SOURCE: BP CEO Dudley on Oil Market and Paris Climate Accord 


Gerard Mestrallet: Yes, I think that what happened in Paris is very, very important and 
Mr. Ban Ki-moon on the (spoke) on the line that yesterday, it is important not only for 
the planet, not only for us citizens, not only for our children, it is important for the 
business. 


SOURCE: ECO:nomics: Businesses’ Role in Paris Agreement 


But using energy as the new “metric of value” for the post-carbon economy is just one element of 
the neo-technocratic vision. 


When Hubbert wrote his Technocracy Study Course, he made it clear that technocracy could not 
come to fruition without 24/7 surveillance of all energy usage and a continuous stream of data about 
all goods being produced by and consumed by society. But whereas in the 1930s such a system 
must have seemed like a delusional flight of fancy, today it is already being implemented. 


Narrator: By now you may have heard the term “Internet of Things.” Sounds 
interesting but what does the Internet of Things actually mean? I.O.T. is an evolution of 
mobile, home and embedded applications that are being connected to the internet, 
integrating greater compute capabilities and using data-analytics to extract meaningful 
information. Billions of devices will be connected to the internet and, soon, hundreds of 
billions of devices. As related devices connect with each other, they can become an 
intelligent system of systems, and when these intelligent devices and systems of systems 


share data over the cloud and analyze it, they can transform our businesses, our lives 
and our world in countless ways. 


SOURCE: Internet of Things explained simply 


Reporter: This department store in Bundang has introduced a new way to shop. With 
its “Smart Shopper” system, customers pick up a small scanner and tag the item they 
want to buy. It eliminates the hassle of having to carry heavy items in a shopping basket, 
not to mention the hassle of having to get them home. After you pay for the items at an 
automated kiosk the goods are delivered right to your home. 


Shopper (Translated): Before I had to wait in long lines at the checkout but now I can 
use the Smart Shopper system to pay. It’s really quite convenient. 


Reporter: Aside from their convenience to shoppers the system also helps stores gather 
data about their customers’ shopping habits. 


SOURCE: New smart technologies changing our everyday activities 


Alice Bravo: Why create a smart city? Well, smart cities are more responsive to citizens 
and they help reduce environmental impact. 


Michael Liu: They are more cost-effective and they’re safer. 


Carlos Gimenez: Smart cities make people happier and more connected to their 
community. 


SOURCE: AT&T Smart Cities 


Narrator: Today, more people live in cities than ever before, and for good reason. They 
are centers of trade, innovation, culture and opportunity. As such, they are complex 
entities comprising many different inter-connected systems. As more people flock to 
cities and put pressure on these systems, an important shift is helping cities deal with 
this challenge: a rise in data. Cities are becoming increasingly instrumented. Sensors 
that enable the capture of all sorts of data are being integrated across city systems, 
providing critical information on city activity and operations. Sensors on a bridge 
transmit data on its physical condition. A camera on a freeway relays traffic flow and 
digital meters record water and energy usage in real time. Mobile and social channels 
enable local governments and citizens to communicate with other, creating yet another 
source of useful data. Advanced analytics can now readily identify trends and patterns 
within these massive amounts of data. Information can be integrated, gathered and 
shared via dashboards, visualizations and alerts to facilitate understanding and 
collaboration across systems, agencies and groups. 


SOURCE: How It Works: Smarter Cities 


Narrator: The smart home communicates with the grid and enables consumers to 
manage their electricity usage. By measuring homes’ electricity consumption more 
frequently through a smart meter, utilities can provide their customer with much better 
information to manage their electricity bills. Inside the smart home, a Home Area 
Network or HAN, connects smart appliances, thermostats and other electric devices to 
an energy management system. 


SOURCE: What Is the Smart Grid? 


Josh Del Sol: With the smart meters, they’ll be able to tell exactly what’s going on in 
your home down to the micro-second based upon 24/7 communication with all of your 
appliances. Which will also in the future, if this goes through fully and if there’s not a 
public backlash, all of your appliances will need to have a wireless transmitter on them 
and they’ll need to certified under some “smart program.” 


So this means not only — just stepping aside for one moment from the health issue — 
this means that not only is your smart meter emitting on average 13,000 microwave 
pulses per day but every one of your appliances is going to be doing the same thing 
because it will be needed to be communicating with the smart meter itself. So that is a 
serious concern and we’ll get into that a little bit later. But as far as the privacy issue, 
just diving right in, the current CIA Director, David Petraeus, was quoted as saying, 
“We’re gonna use smart-appliances to spy on you,” and it’s very much just putting it out 
there. It’s kind of like, it’s getting to a point now, James — and I’m sure you’re seeing 
this — it’s, like, they’re just getting more and more in your face. And it’s kind of like 
this collective force of the controllers and they’re kind of saying, “This is what we’re 
gonna do and what are you gonna do about it?” So they’re almost challenging us in a 
schoolhouse bully sort of way: “What are you going to do about it?” 


SOURCE: Corbett Report Radio 230 — Take Back Your Power with Josh Del Sol 


Once again, we are being asked to believe that the vested corporate interests that are rolling these 
technologies out in a coordinated fashion are doing so for the benefit of the public. That this 
technology is to help save the earth. And once again, we are being duped. 


The technocratic agenda is not about saving the earth. It is not about helping the public. It is not 
even about making money. It is about complete control over every aspect of our daily life. 


Patrick Wood: There’s two levels.... The way I look at technocracy, there’s two levels 
operating at the same time. There’s the operational side of it that has to do with things 
like smart grid. That have to do with things like various technocratic innovations, 
surveillance and other big hot-button [issues] for technocracy. These are operational 
issues. From a strategic point of view, which is where the Rockefeller-type people 
operate, it’s a different view of where it’s headed. On an operational level it’s headed 
towards a scientific dictatorship and you don’t have to be a visionary to figure that one 
out really anymore. You don’t. It’s there. 


But on a strategic basis, what’s happening is that there’s a massive resource grab going 
on all over the planet. And when I say resource grab, you have to put yourself in 
Rockefellers’ shoes — the bankers’ shoes and the Rothschilds’ shoes or whatever — and 
say, “What do you do when money runs out? What do you do? When you suck all of the 
value that you can out of the monetary systems you’ve created, what’s left?” 


Well, you and I don’t think about those sort of things because we don’t have that have 
much money, but these people at the top, especially the bankers, I’m sure they stay up at 
night thinking, “What’s after money? What comes after money?” The Rockefeller 
family especially has always been a resource intensive family. That’s what oil was all 
about in the first place. It was a resource and they understood that energy would be the 
most important factor in the world over any other type of resource. They understood 
that, that’s why they wanted to create a monopoly over energy. 


Well, today as money has been sucked dry, the only thing left to do is to make a grab for 
the resources themselves and that’s what sustainable development is all about. It’s 
taking the resources of the world away from you and me, away from private companies 
that aren’t part of the clique, if you will, and putting them into a global common trust 
that will be managed by them for their benefit. This is really nothing more than neo- 
feudalism again where the resources are owned by a few and everybody else gets to 
operate with those resources at their pleasure and discretion. 


The technocrats and functionaries of this agenda, like Hubbert and his colleagues in Technocracy, 
Inc., pioneered this idea because they believed that they, the technocrats and engineers, would be 
able to solve the world’s problems. But the oiligarchs and bankers who funded their ideas into 
existence did so because it would help them to become the rulers of a system so perfectly crafted 
that no resource, no commodity, no person would be beyond their control. 


And now, in the 21st century, that technocratic vision is coming into view. And it is being helped 
along by a public that believes the post-carbon future represents the end of the oiligarchy. They 
couldn’t be more wrong. 


CONCLUSION 


Oil. It was never about oil. It was about control. Control over energy and production and 
consumption. Control over the world’s resources. Control over the population. Control over 
humanity itself. 


Joe Plummer: Every other thing that the elite put forward is nothing more than a 
pretext for what they’ve been after since the beginning. So, as I cover in Tragedy and 
Hope 101, I discuss this concept of the elite seeking to rule all habitable portions of the 
world and they don’t want to secure that so that they can then have it taken away from 
them. So they come up with pretexts that they can sell both to the public but also the 
administrative class that justifies what it is that they are trying to do — they need to do. 
So whether it’s global warming hysteria or whether it’s technocracy whether it’s Agenda 
2030 or whether it’s eugenics, there’s a common thread that runs through all of this and 
that common thread is the desire to consolidate and exercise coercive power. In the case 
of eugenics, it’s the desire to consolidate and exercise the ultimate power, which is the 
power over who is ultimately going to live or die, who will be permitted to exist in the 
gene pool from here forward. 


The picture is bleak, and made all that much bleaker by the fact that so many have been duped into 
believing that the oiligarchs’ ultimate agenda, an agenda of technocratic control, micromanagement 
of our daily lives, and, ultimately, the elimination of the “cannon fodder” from the gene pool, is in 
fact in their own best interest. 


The oiligarchs, shielded behind their smokescreen of “sustainable development” and “post-carbon” 
economy, are closer than ever before to achieving their true goal of total control. 


But if the people perish from lack of knowledge of this agenda, then understanding is the first step 
toward the solution. 


Patrick Wood: It’s hard to fight an enemy that you don’t recognize or can’t see. That’s 
the biggest problem in the world today, in my opinion, is that people have no visibility 
whatsoever of this issue. They’ve covered their tracks so well that nobody can see them. 
How can you fight an enemy that you don’t know? I think famous Chinese general Sun 


Xiu brought that up hundreds of years ago. You can’t fight an enemy that you don’t 
know. First we have to recognize who the enemy is. 


Richard A. Grove: Well, Big Oil conquered the world because the monopolization of 
all resources on the planet is the goal, and to get to that goal you have to monopolize the 
energy aspects of people around the planet. But you also have to control the food — the 
actual energy for the human beings whose energy you want to control. If you control 
those two aspects, the Green Revolution and the Gene Revolution, then you’re able to 
control the entire planet, every resource on it, and basically extinguish freedom for the 
rest of history. 


So, How Big Oil Conquered The World was already done in a movie. Why Big Oil 
conquered the world has to do with the complexities of controlling populations — not 
for money, because these are the people that print money out of nothing and charge us 
for it. So really, it’s a study of power. So, why did they want to do this to the rest of us? 
Because they could and because we were tolerant so far and haven’t resisted enough to 
make it stop. So that’s where we find ourselves today. Becoming informed on the 
history so that we can actually plot our course in the future to map or chart out a course 
and actually get to some place that resembles cognitive liberty and physical freedom 
and justice for all. 


Big oil. Big pharma. The Green Revolution. Genetic engineering. Eugenics. The environmental 
movement. Technocracy. Not one person in a thousand can detail the historical development of 
these ideas, or the people and the agenda that connects them. But if you have watched this 
documentary, you are now that one person in a thousand. The question is, “What are you going to 
do with this information?” 


As the oiligarchs’ quest for total control comes into view, it’s difficult to remember that it all started 
a century and a half ago with “Devil Bill” Rockefeller, a two-bit snake oil salesman always on the 
run from the last group of marks he managed to con. In a way, nothing has changed but the scope of 
the con and the number of marks who have fallen for the routine. But now that you know the snake 
oil that is being fed to the public, the only question that matters is: Are you going to drink it? 


THE REPORT 


Open Source Intelligence News 


INTRODUCTION 
November 11, 1918. 


All across the Western front, the clocks that were lucky enough to escape the four years of shelling 
chimed the eleventh hour. And with that the First World War came to an end. 


From 10 o’clock to 11 — the hour for the cessation of hostilities — the opposed 
batteries simply raised hell. Not even the artillery prelude to our advance into the 
Argonne had anything on it. To attempt an advance was out of the question. It was not a 
barrage. It was a deluge. 


[e] 


Nothing quite so electrical in effect as the sudden stop that came at 11 A. M. has ever 
occurred to me. It was 10:60 precisely and — the roar stopped like a motor car hitting a 
wall. The resulting quiet was uncanny in comparison. From somewhere far below 
ground, Germans began to appear. They clambered to the parapets and began to shout 
wildly. They threw their rifles, hats, bandoleers, bayonets and trench knives toward us. 
They began to sing. 


—Lieutenant Walter A. Davenport, 101st Infantry Regiment, US Army 


And just like that, it was over. Four years of the bloodiest carnage the world had ever seen came to a 
stop as sudden and bewildering as its start. And the world vowed “Never again.” 


Each year, we lay the wreath. We hear “The Last Post.” We mouth the words “never again” like an 
incantation. But what does it mean? To answer this question, we have to understand what WWI 
was. 


WWI was an explosion, a breaking point in history. In the smoldering shell hole of that great 
cataclysm lay the industrial-era optimism of never-ending progress. Old verities about the glory of 
war lay strewn around the battlefields of that “Great War” like a fallen soldier left to die in No 
Man’s Land, and along with it lay all the broken dreams of a world order that had been blown apart. 
Whether we know it or not, we here in the 21st century are still living in the crater of that explosion, 
the victims of a First World War that we are only now beginning to understand. 


What was World War One about? How did it start? Who won? And what did they win? Now, 100 
years after those final shots rang out, these questions still puzzle historians and laymen alike. But as 
we Shall see, this confusion is not a happenstance of history but the wool that has been pulled over 
our eyes to stop us from seeing what WWI really was. 


This is the story of WWI that you didn’t read in the history books. This is The WWI Conspiracy. 
PART ONE - TO START A WAR 
June 28, 1914. 


The Archduke Franz Ferdinand, heir to the Austro-Hungarian throne, and his wife Sophie are in 
Sarajevo for a military inspection. In retrospect, it’s a risky provocation, like tossing a match into a 
powder keg. Serbian nationalism is rising, the Balkans are in a tumult of diplomatic crises and 
regional wars, and tensions between the kingdom of Serbia and the Austro-Hungarian Empire are 
set to spill over. 


But despite warnings and ill omens, the royal couple’s security is extremely lax. They board an 
open-top sports car and proceed in a six-car motorcade along a pre-announced route. After an 
inspection of the military barracks, they head toward the Town Hall for a scheduled reception by the 
Mayor. The visit is going ahead exactly as planned and precisely on schedule. 


And then the bomb goes off. 


As we now know, the motorcade was a death trap. Six assassins lined the royal couple’s route that 
morning, armed with bombs and pistols. The first two failed to act, but the third, Nedeljko 
Čabrinović, panicked and threw his bomb onto the folded back cover of the Archduke’s convertible. 
It bounced off onto the street, exploding under the next car in the convoy. Franz Ferdinand and his 
wife, unscathed, were rushed on to the Town Hall, passing the other assassins along the route too 
quickly for them to act. 


Having narrowly escaped death, the Archduke called off the rest of his scheduled itinerary to visit 
the wounded from the bombing at the hospital. By a remarkable twist of fate, the driver took the 
couple down the wrong route, and, when ordered to reverse, stopped the car directly in front of the 
delicatessen where would-be assassin Gavrilo Princip had gone after having failing in his mission 


along the motorcade. There, one and a half metres in front of Princip, were the Archduke and his 
wife. He took two shots, killing both of them. 


Yes, even the official history books—the books written and published by the “winners”—record 
that the First World War started as the result of a conspiracy. After all, it was—as all freshman 
history students are taught—the conspiracy to assassinate the Archduke Franz Ferdinand that led to 
the outbreak of war. 


That story, the official story of the origins of World War I, is familiar enough by now: In 1914, 
Europe was an interlocking clockwork of alliances and military mobilization plans that, once set in 
motion, ticked inevitably toward all out warfare. The assassination of the Archduke was merely the 
excuse to set that clockwork in motion, and the resulting “July crisis” of diplomatic and military 
escalations led with perfect predictability to continental and, eventually, global war. In this carefully 
sanitized version of history, World War I starts in Sarajevo on June 28, 1914. 


But this official history leaves out so much of the real story about the build up to war that it 
amounts to a lie. But it does get one thing right: The First World War was the result of a conspiracy. 


To understand this conspiracy we must turn not to Sarajevo and the conclave of Serbian nationalists 
plotting their assassination in the summer of 1914, but to a chilly drawing room in London in the 
winter of 1891. There, three of the most important men of the age—men whose names are but 
dimly remembered today—are taking the first concrete steps toward forming a secret society that 
they have been discussing amongst themselves for years. The group that springs from this meeting 
will go on to leverage the wealth and power of its members to shape the course of history and, 23 
years later, will drive the world into the first truly global war. 


Their plan reads like outlandish historical fiction. They will form a secret organization dedicated to 
the “extension of British rule throughout the world” and “the ultimate recovery of the United States 
of America as an integral part of a British Empire.” The group is to be structured along the lines of a 
religious brotherhood (the Jesuit order is repeatedly invoked as a model) divided into two circles: an 
inner circle, called “The Society of the Elect,” who are to direct the activity of the larger, outer 
circle, dubbed “The Association of Helpers” who are not to know of the inner circle’s existence. 


“British rule” and “inner circles” and “secret societies.” If presented with this plan today, many 
would say it was the work of an imaginative comic book writer. But the three men who gathered in 
London that winter afternoon in 1891 were no mere comic book writers; they were among the 
wealthiest and most influential men in British society, and they had access to the resources and the 
contacts to make that dream into a reality. 


Present at the meeting that day: William T. Stead, famed newspaper editor whose Pall Mall Gazette 
broke ground as a pioneer of tabloid journalism and whose Review of Reviews was enormously 
influential throughout the English-speaking world; Reginald Brett, later known as Lord Esher, an 
historian and politician who became friend, confidant and advisor to Queen Victoria, King Edward 
VII, and King George V, and who was known as one of the primary powers-behind-the-throne of 
his era; and Cecil Rhodes, the enormously wealthy diamond magnate whose exploits in South 
Africa and ambition to transform the African continent would earn him the nickname of “Colossus” 
by the satirists of the day. 


But Rhodes’ ambition was no laughing matter. If anyone in the world had the power and ability to 
form such a group at the time, it was Cecil Rhodes. 


Richard Grove, historical researcher and author, TragedyAndHope.com. 


RICHARD GROVE: Cecil Rhodes also was from Britain. He was educated at Oxford, 
but he only went to Oxford after he went to South Africa. He had an older brother he 
follows into South Africa. The older brother was working in the diamond mines, and by 
the time Rhodes gets there he’s got a set up, and his brother says “I’m gonna go off and 
dig in the gold mines. They just found gold!” And so he leaves Cecil Rhodes, his 
younger brother—who’s, like, in his 20s—with this whole diamond mining operation. 
Rhodes then goes to Oxford, comes back down to South Africa with the help of Lord 
Rothschild, who had funding efforts behind De Beers and taking advantage of that 
situation. And from there they start to use what—there’s no other term than “slave 
labor,” which then turns in later to the apartheid policy of South Africa. 


GERRY DOCHERTY: Well, Rhodes was particularly important because in many 
ways, at the end of the 19th century, he seriously epitomized where capitalism was [and] 
where wealth really lay. 


Gerry Docherty, WWI scholar and co-author of Hidden History: The Secret Origins of the First 
World War. 


DOCHERTY: Rhodes had the money and he had the contacts. He was a great 
Rothschild man and his mining wealth was literally uncountable. He wanted to associate 
himself with Oxford because Oxford gave him the kudos of the university of 
knowledge, of that kind of power. 


And in fact that was centered in a very secretive place called “All Souls College.” Still 
you’ll find many references to All Souls College and “people behind the curtain” and 
such phrases [as] “power behind thrones.” Rhodes was centrally important in actually 
putting money up in order to begin to gather together like-minded people of great 
influence. 


Rhodes was not shy about his ambitions, and his intentions to form such a group were known to 
many. Throughout his short life, Rhodes discussed his intentions openly with many of his 
associates, who, unsurprisingly, happened to be among the most influential figures in British society 
at that time. 


More remarkably, this secret society—which was to wield its power behind the throne—was not a 
secret at all. The New York Times even published an article discussing the founding of the group in 
the April 9, 1902, edition of the paper, shortly after Rhodes’ death. 


The article, headlined “Mr. Rhodes’s Ideal of Anglo-Saxon Greatness” and carrying the remarkable 
sub-head “He Believed a Wealthy Secret Society Should Work to Secure the World’s Peace and a 
British-American Federation,” summarized this sensational plan by noting that Rhodes’ “idea for 
the development of the English-speaking race was the foundation of ‘a society copied, as to 
organization, from the Jesuits.’” Noting that his vision involved uniting “the United States 
Assembly and our House of Commons to achieve ‘the peace of the world,’” the article quotes 


Rhodes as saying: “The only thing feasible to carry out this idea is a secret society gradually 
absorbing the wealth of the world.” 


This idea is laid down in black and white in a series of wills that Rhodes wrote throughout his life, 
wills that not only laid out his plan to create such a society and provided the funds to do so, but, 
even more remarkably, were collected in a volume published after his death by co-conspirator 
William T. Stead. 


GROVE: Rhodes also left his great deal of money—not having any children, not 
having married, dying at a young age—left it in a very well-known last will and 
testament, of which there were several different editions naming different benefactors, 
naming different executors. 


So in 1902 Cecil Rhodes dies. There’s a book published that contains his last will and 
testament. The guy who wrote the book, William T. Stead, was in charge of a British 
publication called The Review of Reviews. He was part of Rhodes’ Round Table group. 
He at one time was an executor for the will, and in that will it says that he laments the 
loss of America from the British Empire and that they should formulate a secret society 
with the specific aim of bringing America back into the Empire. Then he names all the 
countries that they need to include in this list to have world domination, to have an 
English-speaking union, to have British race as the enforced culture on all countries 
around the world. 


The will contains the goal. The goal is amended over a series of years and supported 
and used to gain support. And then, by the time he dies in 1902, there’s funding, there’s 
a plan, there’s an agenda, there’s working groups, and it all launches and then takes 
hold. And then not too long later, you’ve got World War One and then from that you’ ve 
got World War Two and then you’ve got a century of control and slavery that really 
could have been prevented. 


When, at the time of Rhodes’ death in 1902, this “secret” society decided to partially reveal itself, it 
did so under the cloak of peace. It was only because they desired world peace, they insisted, that 
they had created their group in the first place, and only for the noblest of reasons that they aimed to 
“gradually absorb the wealth of the world.” 


But contrary to this pacific public image, from its very beginnings the group was interested 
primarily in war. In fact, one of the very first steps taken by this “Rhodes Round Table” (as it was 
known by some) was to maneuver the British Empire into war in South Africa. This “Boer War” of 
1899-1902 would serve a dual purpose: it would unite the disparate republics and colonies of South 
Africa into a single unit under British imperial control, and, not incidentally, it would bring the rich 
gold deposits of the Transvaal Republic into the orbit of the Rothschild/Rhodes-controlled British 
South Africa Company. 


The war was, by the group’s own admission, entirely its doing. The point man for the operation was 
Sir Alfred Milner, a close associate of Rhodes and a member of the secret society’s inner circle who 
was then the governor of the British Cape Colony. Although largely forgotten today, Alfred Milner 
(later 1st Viscount Milner) was perhaps the most important single figure in Britain at the dawn of 
the 20th century. From Rhodes’ death in 1902, he became the unofficial head of the roundtable 


group and directed its operations, leveraging the vast wealth and influence of the group’s exclusive 
membership to his own ends. 


With Milner, there was no compunction or moral hand-wringing about the methods used to bring 
about those ends. In a letter to Lord Roberts, Milner casually confessed to having engineered the 
Boer Wear: “I precipitated the crisis, which was inevitable, before it was too late. It is not very 
agreeable, and in many eyes, not a very creditable piece of business to have been largely 
instrumental in bringing about a war.” 


When Rhodes’ co-conspirator and fellow secret society inner circle member William Stead objected 
to war in South Africa, Rhodes told him: “You will support Milner in any measure that he may take 
short of war. I make no such limitation. I support Milner absolutely without reserve. If he says 
peace, I say peace; if he says war, I say war. Whatever happens, I say ditto to Milner.” 


The Boer War, involving unimaginable brutality—including the death of 26,000 women and 
children in the world’s first (British) concentration camps—ended as Rhodes and his associates 
intended: with the formerly separate pieces of South Africa being united under British control. 
Perhaps even more importantly from the perspective of the secret society, it left Alfred Milner as 
High Commission of the new South African Civil Service, a position from which he would cultivate 
a team of bright, young, largely Oxford-educated men who would go on to serve the group and its 
ends. 


And from the end of the Boer War onward, those ends increasingly centered around the task of 
eliminating what Milner and the Round Table perceived as the single greatest threat to the British 
Empire: Germany. 


DOCHERTY: So in the start it was influence—people who could influence politics, 
people who had the money to influence statesmen—and the dream. The dream of 
actually crushing Germany. This was a basic mindset of this group as it gathered 
together. 


Germany. In 1871, the formerly separate states of modern-day Germany united into a single empire 
under the rule of Wilhelm I. The consolidation and industrialization of a united Germany had 
fundamentally changed the balance of power in Europe. By the dawn of the 20th century, the British 
Empire found itself dealing not with its traditional French enemies or its long-standing Russian 
rivals for supremacy over Europe, but the upstart German Empire. Economically, technologically, 
even militarily; if the trends continued, it would not be long before Germany began to rival and 
even surpass the British Empire. 


For Alfred Milner and the group he had formed around him out of the old Rhodes Round Table 
society, it was obvious what had to be done: to change France and Russia from enemies into friends 
as a way of isolating, and, eventually, crushing Germany. 


Peter Hof, author of The Two Edwards: How King Edward VII and Foreign Secretary Sir Edward 
Grey Fomented the First World War. 


PETER HOF: Yes, well from the British perspective, Germany, after their unification 
in 1871, they became very strong very quickly. And over time this worried the British 
more and more, and they began to think that Germany represented a challenge to their 


world hegemony. And slowly but surely they came to the decision that Germany must 
be confronted just as they had come to the same decision with regard to other countries 
—Spain and Portugal and especially France and now Germany. 


German finished goods were marginally better than those of Britain, they were building 
ships that were marginally better than those of Britain, and all of this. The British elite 
very slowly came to the decision that Germany needed to be confronted while it was 
still possible to do so. It might not be possible to do so if they waited too long. And so 
this is how the decision crystallized. 


I think that Britain might possibly have accepted the German ascendance, but they had 
something that was close at hand, and that was the Franco-Russian Alliance. And they 
thought if they could hook in with that alliance, then they had the possibility of 
defeating Germany quickly and without too much trouble. And that is basically what 
they did. 


But crafting an alliance with two of Britain’s biggest rivals and turning public opinion against one 
of its dearest continental friends was no mean feat. To do so would require nothing less than for 
Milner and his group to seize control of the press, the military and all the diplomatic machinery of 
the British Empire. And so that’s exactly what they did. 


The first major coup occurred in 1899, while Milner was still in South Africa launching the Boer 
War. That year, the Milner Group ousted Donald Mackenzie Wallace, the director of the foreign 
department at The Times, and installed their man, Ignatius Valentine Chirol. Chirol, a former 
employee of the Foreign Office with inside access to officials there, not only helped to ensure that 
one of the most influential press organs of the Empire would spin all international events for the 
benefit of the secret society, but he helped to prepare his close personal friend, Charles Hardinge, to 
take on the crucial post of Ambassador to Russia in 1904, and, in 1906, the even more important 
post of Permanent Under-Secretary at the Foreign Office. 


With Hardinge, Milner’s Group had a foot in the door at the British Foreign Office. But they needed 
more than just their foot in that door if they were to bring about their war with Germany. In order to 
finish the coup, they needed to install one of their own as Foreign Secretary. And, with the 
appointment of Edward Grey as Foreign Secretary in December of 1905, that’s precisely what 
happened. 


Sir Edward Grey was a valuable and trusted ally of the Milner Group. He shared their anti-German 
sentiment and, in his important position of Foreign Secretary, showed no compunction at all about 
using secret agreements and unacknowledged alliances to further set the stage for war with 
Germany. 


HOF: He became foreign secretary in 1905, I believe, and the foreign secretary in 
France was of course Delcassé. And Delcassé was very much anti-German and he was 
very passionate about the recovery of Alsace-Lorraine, and so he and the king hit it off 
very well together. And Edward Grey shared this anti-German feeling with the king—as 
I explained in my book how he came to have that attitude about Germany. But in any 
case, he had the same attitude with the king. They worked very well together. And 
Edward Grey very freely acknowledged the heavy role that the king played in British 


foreign policy and he said that this was not a problem because he and the king were in 
agreement on most issues and so they worked with very well together. 


The pieces were already beginning to fall into place for Milner and his associates. With Edward 
Grey as foreign secretary, Hardinge as his unusually influential undersecretary, Rhodes’ co- 
conspirator Lord Esher installed as deputy governor of Windsor Castle where he had the ear of the 
king, and the king himself—whose unusual, hands-on approach to foreign diplomacy and whose 
wife’s own hatred of the Germans dovetailed perfectly with the group’s aims—the diplomatic stage 
was set for the formation of the Triple Entente between France, Russia and Great Britain. With 
France to the west and Russia to the east, England’s secret diplomacy had forged the two pincers of 
a German-crushing vise. 


All that was needed was an event that the group could spin to its advantage to prepare the 
population for war against their former German allies. Time and again throughout the decade 
leading up to the “Great War,” the group’s influential agents in the British press tried to turn every 
international incident into another example of German hostility. 


When the Russo-Japanese War broke out, rumours swirled in London that it was in fact the 
Germans that had stirred up the hostilities. The theory went that Germany—in a bid to ignite 
conflict between Russia and England, who had recently concluded an alliance with the Japanese— 
had fanned the flames of war between Russia and Japan. The truth, of course, was almost precisely 
the opposite. Lord Lansdowne had conducted secret negotiations with Japan before signing a formal 
treaty in January 1902. Having exhausted their reserves building up their military, Japan turned to 
Cecil Rhodes’ co-conspirator Lord Nathan Rothschild to finance the war itself. Denying the Russian 
navy access to the Suez Canal and high-quality coal, which they did provide to the Japanese, the 
British did everything they could to ensure that the Japanese would crush the Russian fleet, 
effectively removing their main European competitor for the Far East. The Japanese navy was even 
constructed in Britain, but these facts did not find their way into the Milner-controlled press. 


When the Russians “accidentally” fired on British fishing trawlers in the North Sea in 1904, killing 
three fishermen and wounding several more, the British public was outraged. Rather than whip up 
the outrage, however, The Times and other mouthpieces of the secret society instead tried to paper 
over the incident. Meanwhile, the British Foreign Office outrageously tried to blame the incident on 
the Germans, kicking off a bitter press war between Britain and Germany. 


The most dangerous provocations of the period centered around Morocco, when France— 
emboldened by secret military assurances from the British and backed up by the British press— 
engaged in a series of provocations, repeatedly breaking assurances to Germany that Morocco 
would remain free and open to German trade. At each step, Milner’s acolytes, both in government 
and in the British press, cheered on the French and demonized any and every response from the 
Germans, real or imagined. 


DOCHERTY: Given that we’re living in a world of territorial aggrandizement, there 
was a concocted incident over Morocco and the allegation that Germany was secretly 
trying to take over the British/French influence on Morocco. And that literally was 
nonsense, but it was blown up into an incident and people were told “Prepare! You had 
better prepare yourself for the possibility of war because we will not be dictated to by 
that Kaiser person over in Berlin!” 


One of the incidents —which I would need to make reference to to get the date perfectly 
right—referred to a threat. Well, it was portrayed as a threat. It was no more of a threat 
than a fly would be if it came into your room at the present moment—of a gunboat 
sitting off the coast of Africa. And it was purported that this was a sign that in fact 
Germany was going to have a deep water port and they were going to use it as a 
springboard to interrupt British shipping. When we researched it, Jim and I discovered 
that the size of that so-called gunboat was physically smaller than the king of England’s 
royal yacht. What? But history has portrayed this as a massive threat to the British 
Empire and its “masculinity,” if you like—because that’s how they saw themselves. 


Ultimately, the Moroccan crises passed without warfare because, despite the best efforts of Milner 
and his associates, cooler heads prevailed. Likewise the Balkans descended into warfare in the years 
prior to 1914, but Europe as a whole didn’t descend with them. But, as we well know, the members 
of the Round Table in the British government, in the press, in the military, in finance, in industry, 
and in other positions of power and influence eventually got their wish: Franz Ferdinand was 
assassinated and within a month the trap of diplomatic alliances and secret military compacts that 
had been so carefully set was sprung. Europe was at war. 


In retrospect, the machinations that led to war are a master class in how power really operates in 
society. The military compacts that committed Britain—and, ultimately, the world—to war had 
nothing to do with elected parliaments or representative democracy. When Conservative Prime 
Minister Arthur Balfour resigned in 1905, deft political manipulations ensured that members of the 
Round Table, including Herbert Henry Asquith, Edward Grey and Richard Haldane—three men 
who Liberal leader Henry Campbell-Bannerman privately accused of “Milner worship”— 
seamlessly slid into key posts in the new Liberal government and carried on the strategy of German 
encirclement without missing a step. 


In fact, the details of Britain’s military commitments to Russia and France, and even the 
negotiations themselves, were deliberately kept hidden from Members of Parliament and even 
members of the cabinet who were not part of the secret society. It wasn’t until November 1911, a 
full six years into the negotiations, that the cabinet of Prime Minister Herbert Henry Asquith started 
to learn the details of these agreements, agreements that had been repeatedly and officially denied in 
the press and in Parliament. 


This is how the cabal functioned: efficiently, quietly and, convinced of the righteousness of their 
cause, completely uncaring about how they achieved their ends. It is to this clique, not to the doings 
of any conspiracy in Sarajevo, that we can attribute the real origins of the First World War, with the 
nine million dead soldiers and seven million dead civilians that lay piled in its wake. 


But for this cabal, 1914 was just the start of the story. In keeping with their ultimate vision of a 
united Anglo-American world order, the jewel in the crown of the Milner Group was to embroil the 
United States in the war; to unite Britain and America in their conquest of the German foe. 


Across the Atlantic, the next chapter in this hidden history was just getting underway. 


THE CORBETT 


Open Source Intelligence News 


May 7, 1915. 


“Colonel” Edward Mandell House is on his way to meet with King George V, who ascended to the 
throne after Edward VII’s death in 1910. Accompanying him is Edward Grey, British foreign 
secretary and acolyte of the Milner Group. The two speak “of the probability of an ocean liner being 
sunk” and House informs Grey that “if this were done, a flame of indignation would sweep across 
America, which would in itself probably carry us into the war.” 


An hour later, at Buckingham Palace, King George V inquires about an even more specific event. 


“We fell to talking, strangely enough, of the probability of Germany sinking a trans-Atlantic 
liner, . . . He said, ‘Suppose they should sink the Lusitania with American passengers on 
board... ."” 


And, by a remarkable coincidence, at 2:00 that afternoon, just hours after these conversations took 
place, that is precisely what happened. 


The Lusitania, one of the largest passenger liners in the world, is en route from New York to 
Liverpool when it is struck by a torpedo from a German U-boat. She sinks to the bottom in minutes, 
killing 1,198 passengers and crew, including 128 Americans. The disaster—portrayed as a brazen, 
unexpected attack on an innocent passenger liner—helps to shift public opinion about the war in the 
US. To the average American, the war suddenly doesn’t feel like a strictly European concern. 


Every aspect of the story was, as we now know, a deception. The Lusitania was not an innocent 
passenger liner but an armed merchant cruiser officially listed by the British Admiralty as an 
auxiliary war ship. It was outfitted with extra armour, designed to carry twelve six-inch guns, and 
equipped with shell racks for holding ammunition. On its transatlantic voyage the ship was carrying 
“war materiel”—-specifically, more than four million .303 rifle bullets and tons of munitions, 
including shells, powder, fuses and gun cotton—“in unrefrigerated cargo holds that were dubiously 
marked cheese, butter and oysters.” This secret manifest was officially denied by the British 
government for generation after generation, but in 2014—a full 99 years after the event—internal 
government documents were finally released in which the government admitted the deception. 


And, most remarkably of all, by Edward Mandell House’s own account, both Edward Grey and 
King George V himself were discussing the sinking of the Lusitania just hours before the event took 
place. 


It’s a story that provides a window into the secret society’s years-long campaign to draw the United 
States into World War I. But in order to understand this story, we have to meet Edward Mandell 
House and the other Milner Group co-conspirators in America. 


Strange as it might seem, there was no shortage of such co-conspirators in the US. Some, like the 
members of the influential Pilgrim Society, founded in 1902 for the “encouragement of Anglo- 
American good fellowship”—shared Rhodes’ vision of a united Anglo-American world empire; 
others were simply lured by the promise of money. But whatever their motivation, those 
sympathetic to the cause of the Round Table included some of the wealthiest and most powerful 
people in the United States at the time. 


Many of these figures were to be found at the heart of Wall Street, in the banking and financial 
institutions revolving around J.P. Morgan and Company. John Pierpont Morgan, or “Pierpont” as he 
preferred to be called, was the nucleus of turn-of-the-century America’s banking sector. Getting his 
start in London in 1857 at his father’s merchant banking firm, the young Pierpont returned to New 
York in 1858 and embarked on one of the most remarkable careers in the history of the world. 


Making his money financing the American robber barons of the late 19th century—from 
Vanderbilt’s railroads to Adolph Simon Ochs’ purchase of The New York Times to the buyout of 
Carnegie Steel—Morgan amassed a financial empire that, by the 1890s, wielded more power than 
the United States Treasury itself. He teamed up with his close allies, the House of Rothschild, to 
bail out the US government during a gold shortage in 1895 and eased the Panic of 1907 (which he 
helped to precipitate) by locking 120 of the country’s most prestigious bankers in his library and 
forcing them to reach a deal on a $25 million loan to keep the banking system afloat. 


As we saw in “Century of Enslavement: The History of the Federal Reserve,” Morgan and his 
associates were only too happy to use the banking crises they helped to create to galvanize public 
opinion toward the creation of a central bank. . . so long as that central bank was owned and 
directed by Wall Street, of course. 


But their initial plan, the Aldrich Plan, was immediately recognized as a Wall Street ploy. Morgan 
and his fellow bankers were going to have to find a suitable cover to get their act through Congress, 
including, preferably, a President with sufficient progressive cover to give the new “Federal Reserve 
Act” an air of legitimacy. And they found their ideal candidate in the politically unknown President 


of Princeton University, Woodrow Wilson, a man who they were about to rocket straight into the 
White House with the help of their point man and Round Table co-conspirator, Edward Mandell 
House. 


Richard Grove, TragedyandHope.com. 


GROVE: Woodrow Wilson was an obscure professor at Princeton University who, 
from reading all that I’ve read about him, wasn’t the smartest guy, but he was smart 
enough to pick up when other people had good ideas and then he bumps into this guy 
named Colonel House. 


Colonel House, he grew up in Beaumont, Texas, and Colonel House’s dad was like a 
Rhett Butler type of smuggler privateer pirate during the Confederate war with the 
Union. So Colonel House: first of all, he’s not a colonel. It’s just like a title he gave 
himself to make him seem more than he was. But he did come from a politically 
connected family in the South that were doing business with the British during the Civil 
War. So Colonel House in the early 1900s makes Woodrow Wilson his protegé, and 
Colonel House himself is being puppeted by a few people in the layers of the Anglo- 
American establishment above him, and so we are left with the public persona of 
Woodrow Wilson. And here he is. 


And he’s got this, you know, this whole new Federal Reserve System that’s going to 
come in during his administration, which was also kind of a precursor to getting 
America into the war because it changed our financial dependency from being self- 
reliant and printing our own debt-free money to being indentured to international 
bankers who charge us as they print money out of thin air and charge future generations 
for it. 


The election of Woodrow Wilson once again shows how power operates behind the scenes to 
subvert the popular vote and the will of the public. Knowing that the stuffy and politically unknown 
Wilson would have little chance of being elected over the more popular and affable William 
Howard Taft, Morgan and his banking allies bankrolled Teddy Roosevelt on a third party ticket to 
split the Republican vote. The strategy worked and the banker’s real choice, Woodrow Wilson, 
came to power with just forty-two percent of the popular vote. 


With Wilson in office and Colonel House directing his actions, Morgan and his conspirators get 
their wish. 1913 saw the passage of both the federal income tax and the Federal Reserve Act, thus 
consolidating Wall Street’s control over the economy. World War One, brewing in Europe just eight 
months after the creation of the Federal Reserve, was to be the first full test of that power. 


But difficult as it had been for the Round Table to coax the British Empire out of its “splendid 
isolation” from the continent and into the web of alliances that precipitated the war, it would be that 
much harder for their American fellow travelers to coax the United States out of its own isolationist 
stance. Although the Spanish-American War had seen the advent of American imperialism, the 
thought of the US getting involved in “that European war” was still far from the minds of the 
average American. 


A 1914 editorial from The New York Sun captures the sentiment of most of America at the time of 
the outbreak of the war in Europe: 


“There is nothing reasonable in such a war as that for which Europe has been making 
ready, and it would be folly for this country to sacrifice itself to the frenzy of dynastic 
policies and the clash of ancient hatreds which is urging the Old World to its 
destruction.” 


The Sun was by no means unique in its assessment. A vote taken among 367 newspapers throughout 
the United States in November of 1914 found just 105 pro-Ally and 20 pro-German papers, with the 
vast majority—242 of them—remaining firmly neutral and recommending that Uncle Sam stay out 
of the conflict. 


Once again, just as they did in Britain, the cabal was going to have to leverage its control of the 
press and key governmental positions to begin to shape public perception and instill pro-war 
sentiment. And once again, the full resources of these motivated co-conspirators were brought to 
bear on the task. 


One of the first shells in this barrage of propaganda to penetrate the American consciousness was 
the “Rape of Belgium,” a catalogue of scarcely believable atrocities allegedly committed by the 
German forces in their invasion and occupation of Belgium at the start of the war. In a manner that 
was to become the norm in 20th century propaganda, the stories had a kernel of truth; there is no 
doubt that there were atrocities committed and civilians murdered by German forces in Belgium. 
But the propaganda that was spun from those kernels of truth was so over-the-top in its attempts to 
portray the Germans as inhuman brutes that it serves as a perfect example of war propaganda. 


RICHARD GROVE: The American population at that time had a lot of German people 
in it. Thirty to fifty percent of the population had relations back to Germany, so there 
had to be this very clever propaganda campaign. It’s known today as “babies on 
bayonets.” So if you have no interest in World War I but you think it’s interesting to 
study propaganda so you don’t get fooled again, then type it into your favorite search 
engine: “babies on bayonets, World War I.” You’ll see hundreds of different posters 
where the Germans are bayonetting babies and it brings about emotions and it doesn’t 
give you the details of anything. And emotions drive wars, not facts. Facts are left out 
and deleted all the time in order to create wars, so I think that putting facts back in 
might help prevent wars. But I do know that they like to drive people on emotion. The 
“babies on bayonets” getting America into World War I, that’s a key part of it. 


GERRY DOCHERTY: Children who had their arms chopped off. Nuns that were 
raped. Shocking things, genuinely shocking things. The Canadian officer who was 
nailed at St. Andrew’s cross on a church door and left there to bleed to death. These 
were the great myths peddled in order to defame and bring down the whole image of 
any justification for German action and try and influence America into war. 


Gerry Docherty, co-author of Hidden History: The Secret Origins of the First World War. 


DOCHERTY: That’s not to say that there weren’t atrocities on both sides. War is an 
atrocious event, and there are always victims. Absolutely. And I offer no justification for 
it. But the lies, the unnecessary abuse of propaganda. 


Even when in Britain they decided that they would put together the definitive volume of 
evidence to present it to the world, the person they asked to do this just so happened to 
have been former British ambassador to the United States, a man called Bryce, who was 


very well-liked in the States. And his evidence was published and put forward and there 
were screeds of stories after stories. But then later it was discovered that in fact the 
people who took the evidence hadn’t been allowed to speak to any of the Belgians 
directly but in fact what they were doing is they were listening to a middleman or agents 
who had supposedly taken these stories. 


And when one of the official committee said “Hold on, can I speak to someone 
directly?” “No.” “No?” He resigned. He wouldn’t allow his name to be put forward with 
the [official report]. And that’s the extent to which this is false history. It’s not even 
acceptable to call it fake news. It’s just disgusting. 


The campaign had its intended effect. Horrified by the stories emerging from Belgium—stories 
picked up and amplified by the members of the Round Table in the British press, including the 
influential Times and the lurid Daily Mail, run by Milner ally Lord Northcliffe—American public 
opinion began to shift away from viewing the war as a European squabble about an assassinated 
archduke and toward viewing the war as a struggle against the evil Germans and their “sins against 
civilization.” 


The culmination of this propaganda campaign was the release of the “Report of the Committee on 
Alleged German Outrages,” better known as “The Bryce Report,” compiled for “His Britannic 
Majesty’s Government” and presided over by Viscount James Bryce, who, not coincidentally, was 
the former British Ambassador to America and a personal friend of Woodrow Wilson. The report 
was a sham, based on 1,200 depositions collected by examiners who “had no authority to administer 
an oath.” The committee, which was not allowed to speak to a single witness itself, was tasked 
merely with sifting through this material and deciding what should be included in the final report. 
Unsurprisingly, the very real atrocities that the Germans had committed in Belgium—the burning of 
Louvain, Andenne and Dinant, for example—were overshadowed by the sensationalist (and 
completely unverifiable) stories of babies on bayonets and other acts of villainy. 


The report itself, concluding that the Germans had systematically and premeditatedly broken the 
“rules and usages of war” was published on May 12, 1915, just five days after the sinking of The 
Lusitania. Directly between these two events, on May 9, 1915, Colonel House—the man whom 
Wilson called his “second personality” and his “independent self”—wrote a telegram, which the 
President dutifully read to his cabinet and was picked up by newspapers across the country. 


“America has come to the parting of the ways, when she must determine whether she 
stands for civilized or uncivilized warfare. We can no longer remain neutral spectators. 
Our action in this crisis will determine the part we will play when peace is made, and 
how far we may influence a settlement for the lasting good of humanity. We are being 
weighed in the balance, and our position amongst nations is being assessed by 
mankind.” 


But despite this all-out propaganda assault, the American public was still largely against entering 
the war. It was in this context that the same group of Wall Street financiers who had maneuvered 
Wilson into the White House presided over the 1916 presidential election, one that the country 
knew would decisively conclude America’s neutrality in the war or its decision to send forces to 
engage in European combat for the first time in history. 


The bankers left nothing to chance. Wilson, who would predictably follow House’s lead on all 
matters including war, was still their preferred candidate, but his competitor, Charles Evan Hughes, 
was no less of a Wall Street man. Hughes’ roots were as a Wall Street lawyer; his firm represented 
the New York, Westchester, and Boston Railroad Company for J.P. Morgan and Company and the 
Baptist Bible class that he led boasted many wealthy and influential members, including John D. 
Rockefeller, Jr. 


The affable Hughes was stiff competition for the wooden and charmless Wilson, but such was the 
importance of American neutrality that “He Kept Us Out of War” actually became the central slogan 
of the campaign that saw Wilson return to the White House. 


DOCHERTY: And then, of course, came the famous election of 1916. Wilson wasn’t 
popular, but Wilson, simply—he had no kind of public persona which warmed people. 
On the contrary, he was a cold fish. He had dubious links with several of those who 
were powerful in Wall Street. But his propaganda for the election was “He Kept Us Out 
of War.” “He was a man, vote for Wilson, he kept us out of war.” And then having 
promised that he would continue to keep America out of war, and in fact of course 
within months America was thrown into the war by its own government. 


“He Kept Us Out of War.” But just as in the British election of 1906—which saw the British public 

overwhelmingly voting for Henry Campbell-Bannerman’s Liberal Party and their platform of peace 
only to get the Milnerites in the cabinet entering secret agreements to bring about war—so, too, was 
the American public duped at the ballot box in 1916. 


In fact, in the fall of 1915, over one year before the election even took place, Wilson’s string-puller, 
Edward Mandell House, was engaged in a secret negotiation with Edward Grey, the Milnerite 
heading Britain’s foreign office. That negotiation—long hidden from the public but finally revealed 
when House’s papers were published in 1928—shows the lengths to which Grey and House were 
willing to go to draw America into the war on the side of the Allies and against the Germans. 


On October 17, 1915, House drafted a letter to Grey which he called “one of the most important 
letters I ever wrote.” Before sending it, he split it into two separate, coded messages, to ensure it 
would not be readable if it were intercepted. In it, he laid out a plan to steer the US into war with 
Germany under the false pretense of a “peace conference.” 


Dear Sir Edward : 


... In my opinion, it would be a world-wide calamity if the war should continue to a 
point where the Allies could not, with the aid of the United States, bring about a peace 
along the lines you and I have so often discussed. 


It is in my mind that, after conferring with your Government, I should proceed to Berlin 
and tell them that it was the President’s purpose to intervene and stop this destructive 
war, provided the weight of the United States thrown on the side that accepted our 
proposal could do it. 


I would not let Berlin know, of course, of any understanding had with the Allies, but 
would rather lead them to think our proposal would be rejected by the Allies. This might 


induce Berlin to accept the proposal, but, if they did not do so, it would nevertheless be 
the purpose to intervene... . 


Perhaps realizing the gravity of what was being proposed, Woodrow Wilson, the man who would 
later be elected for his ability to keep America out of war, merely added the word “probably” to 
House’s assurance that America would join the war. 


The negotiations for this plan continued throughout the fall of 1915 and winter of 1916. In the end, 
the British government balked at the proposal because the thought that the Germans might actually 
accept peace—even a peace of disarmament brokered by the US—was not enough. They wanted to 
crush Germany completely and nothing less than total defeat would be sufficient. Another pretense 
would have to be manufactured to embroil the US in the war. 


When, on the morning of May 7, 1915, House assured Grey and King George that the sinking of the 
Lusitania would cause “a flame of indignation [to] sweep across America,” he was correct. When 
he said it would “probably carry us into war,” he was mistaken. But in the end it was the naval issue 
that eventually became the pretext for America’s entry into war. 


The history books of the period, following the familiar pattern of downplaying Allied provocations 
and focusing only on the German reactions, highlight the German policy of unrestricted submarine 
warfare which led to the downing of the Lusitania. The practice, which called for German U-boats 
to attack merchant ships on sight, was in contravention of the international rules of the sea at the 
time, and was widely abhorred as barbaric. But the policy was not instituted out of any insane blood 
lust on the part of the Kaiser; it was in response to Britain’s own policy of breaking international 
rules of the sea. 


At the outbreak of war in 1914, the British had used their position of naval superiority to begin a 
blockade of Germany. That campaign, described as “one of the largest and most complex 
undertakings attempted by either side during the First World War,” involved the declaration of the 
whole of the North Sea as a war zone. As a so-called “distant blockade,” involving the 
indiscriminate mining of an entire region of the high seas, the practice was in direct violation of the 
Declaration of Paris of 1856. The indiscriminate nature of the blockade—declaring the most basic 
of supplies, like cotton, and even food itself to be “contraband”—was a violation of the Declaration 
of London of 1909. 


More to the point, as an attempt to starve an entire country into submission, it was a crime against 
humanity. Eventually reduced to a starvation diet of 1,000 calories a day, tuberculosis, rickets, 
edema and other maladies began to prey on those Germans who did not succumb to hunger. By the 
end of the war the National Health Office in Berlin calculated that 763,000 people had died as a 
direct result of the blockade. Perversely, the blockade did not end with the war. In fact, with 
Germany’s Baltic coast now effectively added to the blockade, the starvation actually continued and 
even intensified into 1919. 


Faced with protestations from the Austrian ambassador about the illegality of the British blockade, 
Colonel House, now America’s de facto president, merely observed: “He forgets to add that 
England is not exercising her power in an objectionable way, for it is controlled by a democracy.” 


This double standard was not the exception but the rule when it came to those in America’s East 
coast establishment, who were hungry to see the US join the Allies on the battlefields of Europe. As 
historian and author Ralph Raico explained in a 1983 lecture, it was these double standards that led 
directly to America’s entry into the war. 


RALPH RAICO: The Wilson Administration now takes the position which will 
ultimately lead to war. The German government is to be held strictly accountable for the 
death of any Americans on the high seas regardless of circumstances. 


The Germans say, “Well let’s see if we can live with this. As long as you’re willing to 
put pressure on the British to have them modify their violations of international law— 
that is, they’re placing food on the list of contraband materials, which had never been 
done before. The British, as you know, take your merchant ships off the high seas on the 
way to Rotterdam because they say anything that goes to Rotterdam is going to go to 
Germany, so they take American ships off the high seas. The British have put cotton— 
cotton!—on the list of contraband, confiscating these materials. They interfere with 
letters going to the continent because they think there’s military intelligence possibly 
involved. The British are imposing in many ways on Americans. So if you hold them 
responsible, we’ ll behave ourselves as far as submarines go.” 


This was not to be the case, and the attitude of the Americans towards British violations 
of neutral rights were quite different. One reason is that the American ambassador to 
London, Walter Hines Page, was an extreme Anglophile. One time, for instance, he gets 
a message from the State Department saying, “Tell the British they have to stop 
interfering with American mail shipments to neutral ports. And the American 
ambassador goes to the British Foreign Minister Edward Grey and says, “Look at the 
message I’ve just got from Washington. Let’s get together and try to answer this.” This 
was his attitude. The British were never held to the same standard as the Germans. 


At home, Theodore Roosevelt, who in previous years had been a great friend of the 
Kaiser’s and a great admirer of Germany, now says we have to get into this war right 
away. Besides that, there’s a campaign for preparedness for building up the American 
Navy, drilling American citizens in combat techniques. There’s a kind of hysteria, really, 
that travels over the country considering that there’s—at this time, certainly—no 
chance, no chance of some kind of immediate threat to the United States. 


And people like Roosevelt and Wilson begin talking in a very unfortunate way. Wilson 
says, for instance, “In America we have too many hyphenated Americans”—of course 
he meant German-Americans, Irish-Americans—”and these people are not totally loyal 
to our country.” Already scapegoats are being looked for and public opinion is being 
roused. 


And this diplomatic negotiation, the exchange of memos, goes on for the next few 
years. In January of 1917, the Americans, not having been able to budge the British in 
the least on any British violation of American rights; the British blockade intensifying; 
the Germans really feeling hunger in a very literal sense, especially the people on the on 
the home front; the Kaiser is persuaded by his Admirals and Generals to begin 
unrestricted submarine warfare around the British Isles. 


The American position by this time had solidified, had become a totally rigid one, and 
when all is said and done, when you go through all of the back-and-forth memoranda 
and notes and principles established, the United States went to war against Germany in 
1917 for the right of Americans to travel in armed belligerent merchant ships carrying 
munitions through war zones. Wilson’s position was that even in that case the Germans 
simply had no right to attack the ship as long as there are Americans on the ship. Shall I 
repeat that? Armed belligerent—that is to say, English—armed English merchant ships 
carrying munitions could not be fired upon by the Germans as long as there were 
American citizens on board. And it was for the right of Americans to go into the war 
zone on such vessels that we finally went to war. 


SOURCE: The World at War (Ralph Raico) 


After months of deliberations and with the situation on the home front becoming increasingly 
desperate, the German military commanders decided to resume their unrestricted submarine warfare 
in 1917. As expected, US merchant ships were sunk, including four ships in late March alone. On 
April 2, 1917, Woodrow Wilson made his historic speech calling for Congress to declare war on 
Germany and commit US troops to European battlefields for the first time. 


The speech, made over one hundred years ago by and for a world that has long since passed away, 
still resonates with us today. Embedded within it is the rhetoric of warfare that has been employed 
by president after president, prime minister after prime minister, in country after country and war 
after war right down to the current day. From it comes many of the phrases that we still recognize 
today as the language of lofty ideals and noble causes that always accompany the most bloody and 
ignoble wars. 


With a profound sense of the solemn and even tragical character of the step I am taking 
and of the grave responsibilities which it involves, but in unhesitating obedience to what 
I deem my constitutional duty, I advise that the Congress declare the recent course of 
the Imperial German Government to be in fact nothing less than war against the 
government and people of the United States. 


Ei 


The world must be made safe for democracy. Its peace must be planted upon the tested 
foundations of political liberty. We have no selfish ends to serve. We desire no conquest, 
no dominion. We seek no indemnities for ourselves, no material compensation for the 
sacrifices we shall freely make. We are but one of the champions of the rights of 
mankind. We shall be satisfied when those rights have been made as secure as the faith 
and the freedom of nations can make them. 


Four days later, on April 6, 1917, the US Congress issued a formal declaration of war against the 
Imperial German Government. 


NARRATOR: Inside the White House, President Woodrow Wilson conferred with 
advisers and signed the proclamation of war against Germany. [. . .] Everywhere there 
was cheering and waving of flags. Hindsight or cynicism might make us smile at the 
thought that this war was sometimes called That Great Adventure. Never again would 
we see our entry into a major conflict excite so many to such heights of elation. Naive? 


Probably. But here was a generation of young men not yet saturated by the paralyzing 
variety of self-analysis and the mock sciences. They believed! 


SOURCE: U.S. ENTERS WORLD WAR I, MILITARY DRAFT — 1917 


All along the Western front, the Allies rejoiced. The Yanks were coming. 


House, the Milner Group, the Pilgrims, the Wall Street financiers and all of those who had worked 
so diligently for so many years to bring Uncle Sam into war had got their wish. And before the war 
was over, millions more casualties would pile up. Carnage the likes of which the world had never 
seen before had been fully unleashed. 


The trenches and the shelling. The no man’s land and the rivers of blood. The starvation and the 
destruction. The carving up of empires and the eradication of an entire generation of young men. 


Why? What was it all for? What did it accomplish? What was the point? 


To this day, over 100 years later, we still look back on the horrors of that “Great War” with 
confusion. For so long we have been told non-answers about incompetent generals and ignorant 
politicians. “It’s the senselessness of war,” the teachers of this fraudulent and partial history have 
told us with a shrug. 


But, now that the players who worked to set the stage for this carnage have been unmasked, these 
questions can finally be answered. 


THE REPORT 


Open Source > Intelligence News 


February 21, 1916. 


A week of rain, wind and heavy fog along the Western Front finally breaks, and for a moment there 
is silence in the hills north of Verdun. That silence is broken at 7:15 AM when the Germans launch 
an artillery barrage heralding the start of the largest battle the world had ever seen. 


Thousands of projectiles are flying in all directions, some whistling, others howling, 
others moaning low, and all uniting in one infernal roar. From time to time an aerial 
torpedo passes, making a noise like a gigantic motor car. With a tremendous thud a giant 
shell bursts quite close to our observation post, breaking the telephone wire and 
interrupting all communication with our batteries. A man gets out at once for repairs, 
crawling along on his stomach through all this place of bursting mines and shells. It 
seems quite impossible that he should escape in the rain of shell, which exceeds 
anything imaginable; there has never been such a bombardment in war. Our man seems 
to be enveloped in explosions, and shelters himself from time to time in the shell craters 
which honeycomb the ground; finally he reaches a less stormy spot, mends his wires, 
and then, as it would be madness to try to return, settles down in a big crater and waits 
for the storm to pass. 


Beyond, in the valley, dark masses are moving over the snow-covered ground. It is the 
German infantry advancing in packed formation along the valley of the attack. They 
look like a big gray carpet being unrolled over the country. We telephone through to the 
batteries and the ball begins. The sight is hellish. In the distance, in the valley and upon 
the slopes, regiments spread out, and as they deploy fresh troops come pouring in. There 


is a whistle over our heads. It is our first shell. It falls right in the middle of the enemy 
infantry. We telephone through, telling our batteries of their hit, and a deluge of heavy 
shells is poured on the enemy. Their position becomes critical. Through glasses we can 
see men maddened, men covered with earth and blood, falling one upon the other. When 
the first wave of the assault is decimated, the ground is dotted with heaps of corpses, but 
the second wave is already pressing on. 


This anonymous French staff officer’s account of the artillery offensive that opened the Battle of 
Verdun—recounting the scene as an heroic French communications officer repairs the telephone 
line to the French artillery batteries, allowing for a counter-strike against the first wave of German 
infantry—brings a human dimension to a conflict that is beyond human comprehension. The 
opening salvo of that artillery barrage alone—involving 1,400 guns of all sizes—dropped a 
staggering 2.5 million shells on a 10-kilometre front near Verdun in northeastern France over five 
days of nearly uninterrupted carnage, turning an otherwise sleepy countryside into an apocalyptic 
nightmare of shell holes, craters, torn-out trees, and ruined villages. 


By the time the battle finished 10 months later, a million casualties lay in its wake. A million stories 
of routine bravery, like that of the French communications officer. And Verdun was far from the 
only sign that the stately, sanitized version of 19th century warfare was a thing of the past. Similar 
carnage played out at the Somme and Gallipoli and Vimy Ridge and Galicia and a hundred other 
battlefields. Time and again, the generals threw their men into meat grinders, and time and again the 
dead bodies lay strewn on the other side of that slaughter. 


But how did such bloodshed happen? For what purpose? What did the First World War mean? 


The simplest explanation is that the mechanization of 20th century armies had changed the logic of 
warfare itself. In this reading of history, the horrors of World War One were the result of the logic 
dictated by the technology with which it was fought. 


It was the logic of the siege guns that bombarded the enemy from over 100 kilometres away. It was 
the logic of the poison gas, spearheaded by Bayer and their School for Chemical Warfare in 
Leverkusen. It was the logic of the tank, the airplane, the machine gun and all of the other 
mechanized implements of destruction that made mass slaughter a mundane fact of warfare. 


But this is only a partial answer. More than just technology was at play in this “Great War,” and 
military strategy and million-casualty battles were not the only ways that World War One had 
changed the world forever. Like that unimaginable artillery assault at Verdun, the First World War 
tore apart all the verities of the Old World, leaving a smouldering wasteland in its wake. 


A wasteland that could be reshaped into a New World Order. 


For the would-be engineers of society, war—with all of its attendant horrors—was the easiest way 
to demolish the old traditions and beliefs that lay between them and their goals. 


This was recognized early on by Cecil Rhodes and his original clique of co-conspirators. As we 
have seen, it was less than one decade after the founding of Cecil Rhodes’ society to achieve the 
“peace of the world” that that vision was amended to include war in South Africa, and then 
amended again to include embroiling the British Empire in a world war. 


Many others became willing participants in that conspiracy because they, too, could profit from the 
destruction and the bloodshed. 


And the easiest way to understand this idea is at its most literal level: profit. 


War is a racket. It always has been. 


It is possibly the oldest, easily the most profitable, surely the most vicious. It is the only 
one international in scope. It is the only one in which the profits are reckoned in dollars 
and the losses in lives. 


A racket is best described, I believe, as something that is not what it seems to the 
majority of the people. Only a small “inside” group knows what it is about. It is 
conducted for the benefit of the very few, at the expense of the very many. Out of war a 
few people make huge fortunes. 


In the World War [One] a mere handful garnered the profits of the conflict. At least 
21,000 new millionaires and billionaires were made in the United States during the 
World War. That many admitted their huge blood gains in their income tax returns. How 
many other war millionaires falsified their tax returns no one knows. 


How many of these war millionaires shouldered a rifle? How many of them dug a 
trench? How many of them knew what it meant to go hungry in a rat-infested dug-out? 
How many of them spent sleepless, frightened nights, ducking shells and shrapnel and 
machine gun bullets? How many of them parried a bayonet thrust of an enemy? How 
many of them were wounded or killed in battle? 


—Major General Smedley Butler 


As the most decorated Marine in the history of the United States at the time of his death, Smedley 
Butler knew of what he spoke. Having seen the minting of those tens of thousands of “new 
millionaires and billionaires” out of the blood of his fellow soldiers, his famous rallying cry, War Is 
A Racket, has resonated with the public since he first began—in his own memorable words 
—”trying to educate the soldiers out of the sucker class.” 


Indeed, the war profiteering on Wall Street started even before America joined the war. Although, as 
J.P. Morgan partner Thomas Lamont noted, at the outbreak of the war in Europe, “American 
citizens were urged to remain neutral in action, in word, and even in thought, our firm had never for 
one moment been neutral; we didn’t know how to be. From the very start we did everything we 
could to contribute to the cause of the Allies.” Whatever the personal allegiances that may have 
motivated the bank’s directors, this was a policy that was to yield dividends for the Morgan bank 
that even the greediest of bankers could scarcely have dreamed of before the war began. 


John Pierpont Morgan himself died in 1913—before the passage of the Federal Reserve Act he had 
stewarded into existence and before the outbreak of war in Europe—but the House of Morgan stood 
strong, with the Morgan bank under the helm of his son, John Pierpont Morgan, Jr., maintaining its 
position as preeminent financier in America. The young Morgan moved quickly to leverage his 
family’s connections with the London banking community and the Morgan bank signed its first 


commercial agreement with the British Army Council in January 1915, just four months into the 
wal. 


That initial contract—a $12 million purchase of horses for the British war effort to be brokered in 
the US by the House of Morgan—was only the beginning. By the end of the war, the Morgan bank 
had brokered $3 billion in transactions for the British military—equal to almost half of all American 
supplies sold to the Allies in the entire war. Similar arrangements with the French, Russian, Italian, 
and Canadian governments saw the bank broker billions more in supplies for the Allied war effort. 


But this game of war financing was not without its risks. If the Allied powers were to lose the war, 
the Morgan bank and the other major Wall Street banks would lose the interest on all of the credit 
they had extended to them. By 1917, the situation was dire. The British government’s overdraft with 
Morgan stood at over $400 million dollars, and it was not clear that they would even win the war, 
let alone be in a position to repay all their debts when the fighting was over. 


In April 1917, just eight days after the US declared war on Germany, Congress passed the War Loan 
Act, extending $1 billion in credit to the Allies. The first payment of $200 million went to the 
British and the entire amount was immediately handed over to Morgan as partial payment on their 
debt to the bank. When, a few days later, $100 million was parceled out to the French government, 
it, too, was promptly returned to the Morgan coffers. But the debts continued to mount, and 
throughout 1917 and 1918, the US Treasury—aided by the Pilgrims Society member and avowed 
Anglophile Benjamin Strong, president of the newly-created Federal Reserve—quietly paid off the 
Allied powers’ war debts to J.P. Morgan. 


DOCHERTY: What I think is interesting is also the bankers’ viewpoint here. America 
was So deeply involved in that war financing. There was so much money which could 
only really be repaid as long as Britain and France won. But had they lost, the loss on 
the American financial stock exchange’s top market—your great industrial giants— 
would have been horrendous. So America was deeply involved. Not the people, as is 
ever the case. Not the ordinary citizen who cares. But the financial establishment who 
had, if you like, treated the entire thing as they might a casino and put all the money on 
one end of the board and it had to come good for them. 


So all of this is going on. I mean, I personally feel that the American people don’t 
realize just how far duped they were by your Carnegies, your J.P. Morgans, your great 
bankers, your Rockefellers, by the multi-multimillionaires who emerged from that war. 
Because they were the ones who made the profits, not those who lost their sons, lost 
their grandsons, whose lives were ruined forever by war. 


After America officially entered the war, the good times for the Wall Street bankers got even better. 
Bernard Baruch—the powerful financier who personally led Woodrow Wilson into Democratic 
Party headquarters in New York “like a poodle on a string” to receive his marching orders during 
the 1912 election—was appointed to head the newly created “War Industries Board.” 


With war hysteria at its height, Baruch and the fellow Wall Street financiers and industrialists who 
populated the board were given unprecedented powers over manufacture and production throughout 
the American economy, including the ability to set quotas, fix prices, standardize products, and, as a 
subsequent congressional investigation showed, pad costs so that the true size of the fortunes that 
the war profiteers extracted from the blood of the dead soldiers was hidden from the public. 


Spending government funds at an annual rate of $10 billion, the board minted many new 
millionaires in the American economy—millionaires who, like Samuel Prescott Bush of the 
infamous Bush family, happened to sit on the War Industries Board. Bernard Baruch himself was 
said to have personally profited from his position as head of the War Industries Board to the tune of 


$200 million. 


The extent of government intervention in the economy would have been unthinkable just a few 
years before. The National War Labor Board was set up to mediate labor disputes. The Food and 
Fuel Control Act was passed to give the government control over the distribution and sale of food 
and fuel. The Army Appropriations Act of 1916 set up the Council of National Defense, populated 
by Baruch and other prominent financiers and industrialists, who oversaw private sector 
coordination with the government in transportation, industrial and farm production, financial 
support for the war, and public morale. In his memoirs at the end of his life, Bernard Baruch openly 


gloated: 


The [War Industries Board] experience had a great influence upon the thinking of 
business and government. [The] WIB had demonstrated the effectiveness of industrial 
cooperation and the advantage of government planning and direction. We helped inter 
the extreme dogmas of laissez faire, which had for so long molded American economic 
and political thought. Our experience taught that government direction of the economy 
need not be inefficient or undemocratic, and suggested that in time of danger it was 
imperative. 


But it was not merely to line the pockets of the well-connected that the war was fought. More 
fundamentally, it was a chance to change the very consciousness of an entire generation of young 
men and women. 


For the class of would-be social engineers that arose in the Progressive Era—from economist 
Richard T. Ely to journalist Herbert Croly to philosopher John Dewey—the “Great War” was not a 
horrific loss of life or a vision of the barbarism that was possible in the age of mechanized warfare, 
but an opportunity to change people’s perceptions and attitudes about government, the economy, 
and social responsibility. 


Dewey, for example, wrote of “The Social Possibilities of War.” 


In every warring country there has been the same demand that in the time of great 
national stress production for profit be subordinated to production for use. Legal 
possession and individual property rights have had to give way before social 
requirements. The old conception of the absoluteness of private property has received 
the world over a blow from which it will never wholly recover. 


All countries on all sides of the world conflict responded in the same way: by maximizing their 
control over the economy, over manufacturing and industry, over infrastructure, and even over the 
minds of their own citizens. 


Germany had its Kriegssozialismus, or war socialism, which placed control of the entire German 
nation, including its economy, its newspapers, and, through conscription—its people—under the 
strict control of the Army. In Russia, the Bolsheviks used this German “war socialism” as a basis for 
their organization of the nascent Soviet Union. In Canada, the government rushed to nationalize 


railways, outlaw alcohol, institute official censorship of newspapers, levy conscription, and, 
infamously, introduce a personal income tax as a “temporary war time measure” that continues to 
this day. 


The British government soon recognized that control of the economy was not enough; the war at 
home meant control of information itself. At the outbreak of war, they set up the War Propaganda 
Bureau at Wellington House. The bureau’s initial purpose was to persuade America to enter the war, 
but that mandate soon expanded to shape and mold public opinion in favour of the war effort and of 
the government itself. 


On September 2, 1914, the head of the War Propaganda Bureau invited twenty-five of Britain’s 
most influential authors to a top secret meeting. Among those present at the meeting: G. K. 
Chesterton, Ford Madox Ford, Thomas Hardy, Rudyard Kipling, Arthur Conan Doyle, Arnold 
Bennett and H. G. Wells. Not revealed until decades after the war ended, many of those present 
agreed to write propaganda material promoting the government’s position on the war, which the 
government would get commercial printing houses, including Oxford University Press, to publish 
as seemingly independent works. 


Under the secret agreement, Arthur Conan Doyle wrote Jo Arms! John Masefield wrote Gallipoli 
and_The Old Front Line. Mary Humphrey Ward wrote England's Effort and_Iowards the Goal. 
Rudyard Kipling wrote The New Army in Training. G. K. Chesterton wrote The Barbarism of 
Berlin. In total, the Bureau published over 1,160 propaganda pamphlets over the course of the war. 


Hillaire Belloc later rationalized his work in service of the government: “It is sometimes necessary 
to lie damnably in the interests of the nation.” War correspondent William Beach Thomas was not 
so successful in the battle against his own conscience: “I was thoroughly and deeply ashamed of 
what I had written for the good reason that it was untrue . . . [T]he vulgarity of enormous headlines 
and the enormity of one’s own name did not lessen the shame.” 


But the Bureau’s efforts were not confined to the literary world. Film, visual art, recruitment 
posters; no medium for swaying the hearts and minds of the public was overlooked. By 1918, the 
government’s efforts to shape perception of the war—now officially centralized under a “Minister 
of Information,” Lord Beaverbrook—was the most finely tuned purveyor of propaganda the world 
had yet seen. Even foreign propaganda, like the infamous Uncle Sam that went beyond a 
recruitment poster to become a staple of American government iconography, was based on a British 
propaganda poster featuring Lord Kitchener. 


Control of the economy. Control of populations. Control of territory. Control of information. World 
War One was a boon for all of those who wanted to consolidate control of the many in the hands of 
the few. This was the vision that united all those participants in the conspiracies that led to the war 
itself. Beyond Cecil Rhodes and his secret society, there was a broader vision of global control for 
the would-be rulers of society who were seeking what tyrants had lusted after since the dawn of 
civilization: control of the world. 


World War One was merely the first salvo in this clique’s attempt to create not a reordering of this 
society or that economy, but a New World Order. 


GROVE: What World War One allowed these globalists, these Anglophiles, these 
people who wanted the English-speaking union to reign over the whole world, what it 
allowed them to do, was militarize American thinking. And what I mean by that is there 
was a whistle blower called Norman Dodd. He was the head researcher for the Reese 
committee that looked into how nonprofit foundations were influencing American 
education away from freedom. And what they found was the Carnegie [Endowment] for 
International Peace was seeking to understand how to make America a wartime 
economy, how to take the state apparatus over, how to change education to get people to 
continually consume, how to have arms production ramp up. 


And then once this happened in World War One, if you look at what happened in the 
1920s, you’ve got people like Major General Smedley Butler, who is using the US 
military to advance corporate interest in Central and South America and doing some 
very caustic things to the indigenous people, insofar as these were not American policies 
really before the Spanish-American War in 1898. Meaning that going and taking foreign 
military action was not part of the diplomatic strategy of America prior to our 
engagement with the British Empire in the late 1800s and as it ramped up after Cecil 
Rhodes’s death. So what these people gained was the foothold for world government 
from which they could get through globalism, what they called a “New World Order.” 


The creation of this “New World Order” was no mere parlor game. It meant a complete redrawing 
of the map. The collapse of empires and monarchies. The transformation of the political, social, and 
economic life of entire swaths of the globe. Much of this change was to take place in Paris in 1919 
as the victors divvied up the spoils of war. But some of it, like the fall of the Romanovs and the rise 
of the Bolsheviks in Russia, was to take place during the war itself. 


In hindsight, the fall of the Russian Empire in the midst of the First World War seems inevitable. 
Unrest had been in the air since Russia’s defeat by the Japanese in 1905, and the ferocity of the 
fighting on the Eastern Front, coupled with the economic hardship—which hit Russia’s 
overcrowded, overworked urban poor particularly hard—made the country ripe for revolt. That 
revolt happened during the so-called “February Revolution,” when Czar Nicholas was swept from 
power and a provisional government installed in his place. 


But that provisional government—which continued to prosecute the war at the behest of its French 
and British allies—was competing for control of the country with the Petrograd Soviet, a rival 
power structure set up by the socialists in the Russian capital. The struggle for control between the 
two bodies led to riots, protests, and, ultimately, battles in the street. 


Russia in the spring of 1917 was a powder keg waiting to explode. And in April of that year, two 
matches, one called Vladimir Lenin and one called Leon Trotsky, were thrown directly into that 
powder keg by both sides of the Great War. 


Vladimir Lenin, a Russian communist revolutionary who had been living in political exile in 
Switzerland, saw in the February Revolution his chance to push through a Marxist revolution in his 
homeland. But although for the first time in decades his return to that homeland was politically 
possible, the war made the journey itself an impossibility. Famously, he was able to broker a deal 
with the German General Staff to allow Lenin and dozens of other revolutionaries to cross through 
Germany on their way to Petrograd. 


Germany’s reasoning in permitting the infamous “sealed train” ride of Lenin and his compatriots is, 
as a matter of war strategy, straightforward. If a band of revolutionaries could get back to Russia 
and bog down the provisional government, then the German Army fighting that government would 
benefit. If the revolutionaries actually came to power and took Russia out of the war altogether, so 
much the better. 


But the curious other side of this story, the one demonstrating how Lenin’s fellow communist 
revolutionary, Leon Trotsky, was shepherded from New York—where he had been living well 
beyond the means of his income as a writer for socialist periodicals—through Canada—where he 
was stopped and identified as a revolutionary en route to Russia—and on to Petrograd, is altogether 
more incredible. And, unsurprisingly, that story is mostly avoided by historians of the First World 
War. 


One of the scholars who did not shy away from the story was Antony Sutton, author of Wall Street 
and the Bolshevik Revolution, whose meticulous research of State Department documents, Canadian 
government records, and other historical artifacts pieced together the details of Trotsky’s unlikely 
journey. 


ANTONY C. SUTTON: Trotsky was in New York. He had no income. I summed his 
income for the year he was in New York; it was about six hundred dollars, yet he lived 
in an apartment, he had a chauffeured limousine, he had a refrigerator, which was very 
rare in those days. 


He left New York and went to Canada on his way to the revolution. He had $10,000 in 
gold on him. He didn’t earn more than six hundred dollars in New York. He was 
financed out of New York, there’s no question about that. The British took him off the 
ship in Halifax, Canada. I got the Canadian archives; they knew who he was. They 
knew who Trotsky was, they knew he was going to start a revolution in Russia. 
Instructions from London came to put Trotsky back on the boat with his party and allow 
them to go forward. 


So there is no question that Woodrow Wilson—who issued the passport for Trotsky— 
and the New York financiers—who financed Trotsky—and the British Foreign Office 
allowed Trotsky to perform his part in the revolution. 


SOURCE: Wall Street Funded the Bolshevik Revolution — Professor Antony Sutton 


After succeeding in pushing through the Bolshevik Revolution in November of 1917, one of 
Trotsky’s first acts in his new position as People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs was to publish the 
“Secret Treaties and Understandings” that Russia had signed with France and Britain. These 
documents revealed the secret negotiations in which the Entente powers had agreed to carve up the 
colonial world after the war. The stash of documents included agreements on “The Partition of 
Asiatic Turkey,” creating the modern Middle East out of the remnants of the Ottoman Empire; “The 
Treaty With Italy,” promising conquered territory to the Italian government in exchange for their 
military aid in the campaign against Austria-Hungary; a treaty “Re-Drawing the Frontiers of 
Germany,” promising France its long-held wish of reacquiring Alsace-Lorraine and recognizing 
“Russia’s complete liberty in establishing her Western frontiers”; diplomatic documents relating to 
Japan’s own territorial aspirations; and a host of other treaties, agreements, and negotiations. 


One of these agreements, the Sykes-Picot Agreement between Britain and France, which was signed 
in May 1916, has grown in infamy over the decades. The agreement divided modern-day Turkey, 
Jordan, Iraq, Syria, and Lebanon among the Triple Entente and, although the revelation of the 
agreement caused much embarrassment for the British and the French and forced them to publicly 
back away from the Sykes-Picot map, served as the basis for some of the arbitrary lines on the map 
of the modern-day Middle East, including the border between Syria and Iraq. In recent years, ISIS 
has claimed that part of their mission is to “put the final nail in the coffin of the Sykes-Picot 


conspiracy.” 


Other territorial conspiracies—like the Balfour Declaration, signed by Arthur Balfour, then acting 
as Foreign Secretary for the British Government, and addressed to Lord Walter Rothschild, one of 
the co-conspirators in Cecil Rhodes original secret society—are less well-known today. The Balfour 
Declaration also played an important role in shaping the modern world by announcing British 
support for the establishment of a Jewish homeland in Palestine, which was not under British 
mandate at the time. Even less well-known is that the document did not originate from Balfour but 
from Lord Rothschild himself and was sent to fellow Round Table conspirator Alfred Milner for 
revision before being delivered. 


GROVE: So this was Lord—he’s known as Lord Walter Rothschild, and professionally 
he’s a zoologist. He inherits a lot of wealth in a very high status family. He pursues his 
art and his science and his scientific theories and research. But he has zoological 
museums and he’s collecting specimens. And he’s famously the Rothschild that’s riding 
the giant tortoise and leading him around with a piece of lettuce on his stick, and there’s 
a piece of lettuce hanging out of the tortoises mouth. And I’ve always used that: here’s 
the metaphor for the bankers, like they’re leading people around with stimulus- 
response. This turtle, this tortoise, can’t ask questions. It can’t question its obedience. 
So that’s Lord Walter Rothschild. 


Why is he important? Well, he and his family are some of the early financiers and 
backers of Cecil Rhodes and promoters of his last will and testament. And in the 
question of America being brought back into the British Empire, there are newspaper 
articles—there is one in 1902 where Lord Rothschild is saying, you know, “This would 
be a good thing to have America back in the British Empire.” He’s also the Lord 
Rothschild to whom the Balfour Declaration is addressed. 


So in 1917 there’s a letter of agreement sent from the British government—from Arthur 
Balfour—to Lord Rothschild. Now Lord Rothschild and Arthur Balfour, they know each 
other. They have a long history together and there’s a lot of Fabian socialists in this 
whole story of what led up to World War One. Specifically with Balfour, he’s acting as 
an agent of the British government, saying, “We are gonna give away this land that’s not 
really ours, and we’re gonna give it to you guys in your group.” The problem is the 
British had also promised that same land to the Arabs, so now the Balfour Declaration is 
going against some of the foreign policy plans that they’ve already promised to these 
other countries. 


The other interesting thing about the Balfour Declaration is it just had its hundredth 
anniversary, so they last year had a site that had the whole history of the Balfour 
Declaration. You could see the originals from Lord Rothschild and going to Lord Milner 
for changes and coming through Arthur Balfour and then being sent back as an official 


letter from the monarchy, basically. So that’s interesting. But there’s also interviews 
where the current Lord Rothschild—Lord Jacob Rothschild—comments on his 
ancestors’ history and how they brought about the Jewish state in 1947—48 because of 
the Balfour Declaration. 


So there’s a lot of history to unpack there, but most people, again, they’re not aware of 
the document let alone the very interesting history behind it let alone what that really 
means in the bigger story. 


Over two decades after Cecil Rhodes launched the secret society that would engineer this so-called 
“Great War,” the likes of Alfred Milner and Walter Rothschild were still at it, conspiring to use the 
war they had brought about to further their own geopolitical agenda. But by the time of the 
Armistice in November 1918, that group of conspirators had greatly expanded, and the scale of their 
agenda had grown along with it. This was no small circle of friends who had embroiled the world in 
the first truly global war, but a loosely knit network of overlapping interests separated by oceans 
and united in a shared vision for a new world order. 


Milner, Rothschild, Grey, Wilson, House, Morgan, Baruch, and literally scores of others had each 
had their part to play in this story. Some were witting conspirators, others merely seeking to 
maximize the opportunities that war afforded them to reach their own political and financial ends. 
But to the extent that those behind the WWI conspiracy shared a vision, it was the same desire that 
had motivated men throughout history: the chance to reshape the world in their own image. 


INTERVIEWER: Just tell us again: why? 


SUTTON: Why? You won’t find this in the textbooks. Why is to bring about, I suspect, 
a planned, controlled world society in which you and I won’t find the freedoms to 
believe and think and do as we believe. 


SOURCE: Wall Street Funded the Bolshevik Revolution — Professor Antony Sutton 


DOCHERTY: War is an instrument of massive change, we know that. It is an 
instrument of massive change in particular for those who are defeated. In a war where 
everyone is defeated, then it’s simply an element of massive change, and that’s a very 
deep, thought-provoking concept. But if everyone loses, or if everyone except “us”— 
depending on who the “us” are—loses, then “we” are going to be in a position to 
reconstruct in our image. 


RAICO: Altogether in the war, who knows, some 10 or 12 million people died. People 
experienced things—both in combat and the people back home understanding what was 
happening—that dazed them. That stunned them. You know, it’s almost as if, for a few 
generations, the peoples of Europe had been increased, sort of like a flock of sheep by 
their shepherds. OK? Through industrialization. Through the spread of liberal ideas and 
institutions. Through the decrease of infant mortality. The raising of standards of living. 
The population of Europe was enormously greater than it had ever been before. And 
now the time came to slaughter some part of the sheep for the purposes of the ones who 
were in control. 


SOURCE: The World at War (Ralph Raico) 


For the ones in control, World War One had been the birth pangs of a New World Order. And now, 
the midwives of this monstrosity slouched towards Paris to take part in its delivery. 


THE END (OF THE BEGINNING) 


All over the world on November 11, 1918, people were celebrating, dancing in the 
streets, drinking champagne, hailing the Armistice that meant the end of the war. But at 
the front there was no celebration. Many soldiers believed the Armistice only a 
temporary measure and that the war would soon go on. As night came, the quietness, 
unearthly in its penetration, began to eat into their souls. The men sat around log fires, 
the first they had ever had at the front. They were trying to reassure themselves that 
there were no enemy batteries spying on them from the next hill and no German 
bombing planes approaching to blast them out of existence. They talked in low tones. 
They were nervous. 


After the long months of intense strain, of keying themselves up to the daily mortal 
danger, of thinking always in terms of war and the enemy, the abrupt release from it all 
was physical and psychological agony. Some suffered a total nervous collapse. Some, of 
a steadier temperament, began to hope they would someday return to home and the 
embrace of loved ones. Some could think only of the crude little crosses that marked the 
graves of their comrades. Some fell into an exhausted sleep. All were bewildered by the 
sudden meaninglessness of their existence as soldiers — and through their teeming 
memories paraded that swiftly moving cavalcade of Cantigny, Soissons, St. Mihiel, the 
Meuse-Argonne and Sedan. 


What was to come next? They did not know — and hardly cared. Their minds were 
numbed by the shock of peace. The past consumed their whole consciousness. The 


present did not exist-and the future was inconceivable. 


—Colonel Thomas R. Gowenlock, 1st Division, US Army 


Little did those troops know how right they were. As the public rejoiced in the outbreak of peace 
after four years of the bloodiest carnage that the human race had ever endured, the very same 
conspirators that had brought about this nightmare were already converging in Paris for the next 
stage of their conspiracy. There, behind closed doors, they would begin their process of carving up 
the world to suit their interests, laying the groundwork and preparing the public consciousness for a 
new international order, setting the stage for an even more brutal conflict in the future, and bringing 
the battle-weary soldiers’ worst fears for the future to fruition. And all in the name of “peace.” 


The French General, Ferdinand Foch, famously remarked after the Treaty of Versailles that “This is 
not a peace. It is an armistice for 20 years.” As we now know, his pronouncement was precisely 
accurate. 


The armistice on November 11, 1918, may have marked the end of the war, but it was not the end of 
the story. It was not even the beginning of the end. It was, at best, the end of the beginning. 


TO BE CONTINUED... 
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CHAPTER ONE 


War Is A Racket 
WAR is a racket. It always has been. 


It is possibly the oldest, easily the most profitable, surely the most vicious. It is the only one 
international in scope. It is the only one in which the profits are reckoned in dollars and the 
losses in lives. 


A racket is best described, I believe, as something that is not what it seems to the majority of 
the people. Only a small "inside" group knows what it is about. It is conducted for the benefit 
of the very few, at the expense of the very many. Out of war a few people make huge 
fortunes. 


In the World War [I] a mere handful garnered the profits of the conflict. At least 21,000 new 
millionaires and billionaires were made in the United States during the World War. That 
many admitted their huge blood gains in their income tax returns. How many other war 
millionaires falsified their tax returns no one knows. 


How many of these war millionaires shouldered a rifle? How many of them dug a trench? 
How many of them knew what it meant to go hungry in a rat-infested dug-out? How many of 
them spent sleepless, frightened nights, ducking shells and shrapnel and machine gun 
bullets? How many of them parried a bayonet thrust of an enemy? How many of them were 
wounded or killed in battle? 


Out of war nations acquire additional territory, if they are victorious. They just take it. This 
newly acquired territory promptly is exploited by the few -- the selfsame few who wrung 
dollars out of blood in the war. The general public shoulders the bill. 


And what is this bill? 


This bill renders a horrible accounting. Newly placed gravestones. Mangled bodies. 
Shattered minds. Broken hearts and homes. Economic instability. Depression and all its 
attendant miseries. Back-breaking taxation for generations and generations. 


For a great many years, as a soldier, I had a suspicion that war was a racket; not until I 
retired to civil life did I fully realize it. Now that I see the international war clouds gathering, 
as they are today, I must face it and speak out. 


Again they are choosing sides. France and Russia met and agreed to stand side by side. Italy 
and Austria hurried to make a similar agreement. Poland and Germany cast sheep’s eyes at 
each other, forgetting for the nonce [one unique occasion], their dispute over the Polish 
Corridor. 


The assassination of King Alexander of Jugoslavia [Yugoslavia] complicated matters. 
Jugoslavia and Hungary, long bitter enemies, were almost at each other’s throats. Italy was 
ready to jump in. But France was waiting. So was Czechoslovakia. All of them are looking 
ahead to war. Not the people -- not those who fight and pay and die -- only those who foment 
wars and remain safely at home to profit. 


There are 40,000,000 men under arms in the world today, and our statesmen and diplomats 
have the temerity to say that war is not in the making. 


Hell’s bells! Are these 40,000,000 men being trained to be dancers? 


Not in Italy, to be sure. Premier Mussolini knows what they are being trained for. He, at 
least, is frank enough to speak out. Only the other day, Il Duce in "International 
Conciliation," the publication of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, said: 


"And above all, Fascism, the more it considers and observes the future and the development of 
humanity quite apart from political considerations of the moment, believes neither in the 
possibility nor the utility of perpetual peace. ... War alone brings up to its highest tension all 


human energy and puts the stamp of nobility upon the people who have the courage to meet it." 


Undoubtedly Mussolini means exactly what he says. His well-trained army, his great fleet of 
planes, and even his navy are ready for war -- anxious for it, apparently. His recent stand at 
the side of Hungary in the latter’s dispute with Jugoslavia showed that. And the hurried 
mobilization of his troops on the Austrian border after the assassination of Dollfuss showed 
it too. There are others in Europe too whose sabre rattling presages war, sooner or later. 


Herr Hitler, with his rearming Germany and his constant demands for more and more arms, 
is an equal if not greater menace to peace. France only recently increased the term of 
military service for its youth from a year to eighteen months. 


Yes, all over, nations are camping in their arms. The mad dogs of Europe are on the loose. In 
the Orient the maneuvering is more adroit. Back in 1904, when Russia and Japan fought, we 
kicked out our old friends the Russians and backed Japan. Then our very generous 
international bankers were financing Japan. Now the trend is to poison us against the 
Japanese. What does the "open door" policy to China mean to us? Our trade with China is 
about $90,000,000 a year. Or the Philippine Islands? We have spent about $600,000,000 in 
the Philippines in thirty-five years and we (our bankers and industrialists and speculators) 
have private investments there of less than $200,000,000. 


Then, to save that China trade of about $90,000,000, or to protect these private investments 
of less than $200,000,000 in the Philippines, we would be all stirred up to hate Japan and go 
to war -- a war that might well cost us tens of billions of dollars, hundreds of thousands of 
lives of Americans, and many more hundreds of thousands of physically maimed and 
mentally unbalanced men. 


Of course, for this loss, there would be a compensating profit -- fortunes would be made. 
Millions and billions of dollars would be piled up. By a few. Munitions makers. Bankers. 
Ship builders. Manufacturers. Meat packers. Speculators. They would fare well. 


Yes, they are getting ready for another war. Why shouldn’t they? It pays high dividends. 


But what does it profit the men who are killed? What does it profit their mothers and sisters, 
their wives and their sweethearts? What does it profit their children? 


What does it profit anyone except the very few to whom war means huge profits? 
Yes, and what does it profit the nation? 


Take our own case. Until 1898 we didn’t own a bit of territory outside the mainland of North 
America. At that time our national debt was a little more than $1,000,000,000. Then we 
became "internationally minded." We forgot, or shunted aside, the advice of the Father of 
our country. We forgot George Washington’s warning about "entangling alliances." We went 
to war. We acquired outside territory. At the end of the World War period, as a direct result 
of our fiddling in international affairs, our national debt had jumped to over 
$25,000,000,000. Our total favorable trade balance during the twenty-five-year period was 
about $24,000,000,000. Therefore, on a purely bookkeeping basis, we ran a little behind year 


for year, and that foreign trade might well have been ours without the wars. 


It would have been far cheaper (not to say safer) for the average American who pays the bills 
to stay out of foreign entanglements. For a very few this racket, like bootlegging and other 
underworld rackets, brings fancy profits, but the cost of operations is always transferred to 
the people -- who do not profit. 


CHAPTER TWO 


Who Makes The Profits? 


The World War, rather our brief participation in it, has cost the United States some 
$52,000,000,000. Figure it out. That means $400 to every American man, woman, and child. 
And we haven’t paid the debt yet. We are paying it, our children will pay it, and our 
children’s children probably still will be paying the cost of that war. 


The normal profits of a business concern in the United States are six, eight, ten, and 
sometimes twelve percent. But war-time profits -- ah! that is another matter -- twenty, sixty, 
one hundred, three hundred, and even eighteen hundred per cent -- the sky is the limit. All 
that traffic will bear. Uncle Sam has the money. Let’s get it. 


Of course, it isn’t put that crudely in war time. It is dressed into speeches about patriotism, 
love of country, and "we must all put our shoulders to the wheel," but the profits jump and 
leap and skyrocket -- and are safely pocketed. Let’s just take a few examples: 


Take our friends the du Ponts, the powder people -- didn’t one of them testify before a 
Senate committee recently that their powder won the war? Or saved the world for 
democracy? Or something? How did they do in the war? They were a patriotic corporation. 
Well, the average earnings of the du Ponts for the period 1910 to 1914 were $6,000,000 a 
year. It wasn’t much, but the du Ponts managed to get along on it. Now let’s look at their 
average yearly profit during the war years, 1914 to 1918. Fifty-eight million dollars a year 
profit we find! Nearly ten times that of normal times, and the profits of normal times were 
pretty good. An increase in profits of more than 950 per cent. 


Take one of our little steel companies that patriotically shunted aside the making of rails and 
girders and bridges to manufacture war materials. Well, their 1910-1914 yearly earnings 
averaged $6,000,000. Then came the war. And, like loyal citizens, Bethlehem Steel promptly 
turned to munitions making. Did their profits jump -- or did they let Uncle Sam in for a 
bargain? Well, their 1914-1918 average was $49,000,000 a year! 


Or, let’s take United States Steel. The normal earnings during the five-year period prior to 
the war were $105,000,000 a year. Not bad. Then along came the war and up went the 
profits. The average yearly profit for the period 1914-1918 was $240,000,000. Not bad. 


There you have some of the steel and powder earnings. Let’s look at something else. A little 
copper, perhaps. That always does well in war times. 


Anaconda, for instance. Average yearly earnings during the pre-war years 1910-1914 of 
$10,000,000. During the war years 1914-1918 profits leaped to $34,000,000 per year. 


Or Utah Copper. Average of $5,000,000 per year during the 1910-1914 period. Jumped to an 
average of $21,000,000 yearly profits for the war period. 


Let’s group these five, with three smaller companies. The total yearly average profits of the 
pre-war period 1910-1914 were $137,480,000. Then along came the war. The average yearly 
profits for this group skyrocketed to $408,300,000. 


A little increase in profits of approximately 200 per cent. 


Does war pay? It paid them. But they aren’t the only ones. There are still others. Let’s take 
leather. 


For the three-year period before the war the total profits of Central Leather Company were 
$3,500,000. That was approximately $1,167,000 a year. Well, in 1916 Central Leather 
returned a profit of $15,000,000, a small increase of 1,100 per cent. That’s all. The General 
Chemical Company averaged a profit for the three years before the war of a little over 
$800,000 a year. Came the war, and the profits jumped to $12,000,000. a leap of 1,400 per 
cent. 


International Nickel Company -- and you can’t have a war without nickel -- showed an 
increase in profits from a mere average of $4,000,000 a year to $73,000,000 yearly. Not bad? 
An increase of more than 1,700 per cent. 


American Sugar Refining Company averaged $2,000,000 a year for the three years before 
the war. In 1916 a profit of $6,000,000 was recorded. 


Listen to Senate Document No. 259. The Sixty-Fifth Congress, reporting on corporate 
earnings and government revenues. Considering the profits of 122 meat packers, 153 cotton 
manufacturers, 299 garment makers, 49 steel plants, and 340 coal producers during the war. 
Profits under 25 per cent were exceptional. For instance the coal companies made between 
100 per cent and 7,856 per cent on their capital stock during the war. The Chicago packers 
doubled and tripled their earnings. 


And let us not forget the bankers who financed the great war. If anyone had the cream of the 
profits it was the bankers. Being partnerships rather than incorporated organizations, they do 
not have to report to stockholders. And their profits were as secret as they were immense. 
How the bankers made their millions and their billions I do not know, because those little 
secrets never become public -- even before a Senate investigatory body. 


But here’s how some of the other patriotic industrialists and speculators chiseled their way 
into war profits. 


Take the shoe people. They like war. It brings business with abnormal profits. They made 
huge profits on sales abroad to our allies. Perhaps, like the munitions manufacturers and 
armament makers, they also sold to the enemy. For a dollar is a dollar whether it comes from 


Germany or from France. But they did well by Uncle Sam too. For instance, they sold Uncle 
Sam 35,000,000 pairs of hobnailed service shoes. There were 4,000,000 soldiers. Eight pairs, 
and more, to a soldier. My regiment during the war had only one pair to a soldier. Some of 
these shoes probably are still in existence. They were good shoes. But when the war was 
over Uncle Sam has a matter of 25,000,000 pairs left over. Bought -- and paid for. Profits 
recorded and pocketed. 


There was still lots of leather left. So the leather people sold your Uncle Sam hundreds of 
thousands of McClellan saddles for the cavalry. But there wasn’t any American cavalry 
overseas! Somebody had to get rid of this leather, however. Somebody had to make a profit 
in it -- so we had a lot of McClellan saddles. And we probably have those yet. 


Also somebody had a lot of mosquito netting. They sold your Uncle Sam 20,000,000 
mosquito nets for the use of the soldiers overseas. I suppose the boys were expected to put it 
over them as they tried to sleep in muddy trenches -- one hand scratching cooties on their 
backs and the other making passes at scurrying rats. Well, not one of these mosquito nets 
ever got to France! 


Anyhow, these thoughtful manufacturers wanted to make sure that no soldier would be 
without his mosquito net, so 40,000,000 additional yards of mosquito netting were sold to 
Uncle Sam. 


There were pretty good profits in mosquito netting in those days, even if there were no 
mosquitoes in France. I suppose, if the war had lasted just a little longer, the enterprising 
mosquito netting manufacturers would have sold your Uncle Sam a couple of consignments 
of mosquitoes to plant in France so that more mosquito netting would be in order. 


Airplane and engine manufacturers felt they, too, should get their just profits out of this war. 
Why not? Everybody else was getting theirs. So $1,000,000,000 -- count them if you live 
long enough -- was spent by Uncle Sam in building airplane engines that never left the 
ground! Not one plane, or motor, out of the billion dollars worth ordered, ever got into a 
battle in France. Just the same the manufacturers made their little profit of 30, 100, or 
perhaps 300 per cent. 


Undershirts for soldiers cost 14¢ [cents] to make and uncle Sam paid 30¢ to 40¢ each for 
them -- a nice little profit for the undershirt manufacturer. And the stocking manufacturer 
and the uniform manufacturers and the cap manufacturers and the steel helmet manufacturers 
-- all got theirs. 


Why, when the war was over some 4,000,000 sets of equipment -- knapsacks and the things 
that go to fill them -- crammed warehouses on this side. Now they are being scrapped 
because the regulations have changed the contents. But the manufacturers collected their 
wartime profits on them -- and they will do it all over again the next time. 


There were lots of brilliant ideas for profit making during the war. 


One very versatile patriot sold Uncle Sam twelve dozen 48-inch wrenches. Oh, they were 
very nice wrenches. The only trouble was that there was only one nut ever made that was 


large enough for these wrenches. That is the one that holds the turbines at Niagara Falls. 
Well, after Uncle Sam had bought them and the manufacturer had pocketed the profit, the 
wrenches were put on freight cars and shunted all around the United States in an effort to 
find a use for them. When the Armistice was signed it was indeed a sad blow to the wrench 
manufacturer. He was just about to make some nuts to fit the wrenches. Then he planned to 
sell these, too, to your Uncle Sam. 


Still another had the brilliant idea that colonels shouldn’t ride in automobiles, nor should 
they even ride on horseback. One has probably seen a picture of Andy Jackson riding in a 
buckboard. Well, some 6,000 buckboards were sold to Uncle Sam for the use of colonels! 
Not one of them was used. But the buckboard manufacturer got his war profit. 


The shipbuilders felt they should come in on some of it, too. They built a lot of ships that 
made a lot of profit. More than $3,000,000,000 worth. Some of the ships were all right. But 
$635,000,000 worth of them were made of wood and wouldn’t float! The seams opened up 
-- and they sank. We paid for them, though. And somebody pocketed the profits. 


It has been estimated by statisticians and economists and researchers that the war cost your 
Uncle Sam $52,000,000,000. Of this sum, $39,000,000,000 was expended in the actual war 
itself. This expenditure yielded $16,000,000,000 in profits. That is how the 21,000 
billionaires and millionaires got that way. This $16,000,000,000 profits is not to be sneezed 
at. It is quite a tidy sum. And it went to a very few. 


The Senate (Nye) committee probe of the munitions industry and its wartime profits, despite 
its sensational disclosures, hardly has scratched the surface. 


Even so, it has had some effect. The State Department has been studying "for some time" 
methods of keeping out of war. The War Department suddenly decides it has a wonderful 
plan to spring. The Administration names a committee -- with the War and Navy 
Departments ably represented under the chairmanship of a Wall Street speculator -- to limit 
profits in war time. To what extent isn’t suggested. Hmmm. Possibly the profits of 300 and 
600 and 1,600 per cent of those who turned blood into gold in the World War would be 
limited to some smaller figure. 


Apparently, however, the plan does not call for any limitation of losses -- that is, the losses 
of those who fight the war. As far as I have been able to ascertain there is nothing in the 
scheme to limit a soldier to the loss of but one eye, or one arm, or to limit his wounds to one 
or two or three. Or to limit the loss of life. 


There is nothing in this scheme, apparently, that says not more than 12 per cent of a regiment 
shall be wounded in battle, or that not more than 7 per cent in a division shall be killed. 


Of course, the committee cannot be bothered with such trifling matters. 


CHAPTER THREE 
Who Pays The Bills? 


Who provides the profits -- these nice little profits of 20, 100, 300, 1,500 and 1,800 per cent? 
We all pay them -- in taxation. We paid the bankers their profits when we bought Liberty 
Bonds at $100.00 and sold them back at $84 or $86 to the bankers. These bankers collected 
$100 plus. It was a simple manipulation. The bankers control the security marts. It was easy 
for them to depress the price of these bonds. Then all of us -- the people -- got frightened and 
sold the bonds at $84 or $86. The bankers bought them. Then these same bankers stimulated 
a boom and government bonds went to par -- and above. Then the bankers collected their 
profits. 


But the soldier pays the biggest part of the bill. 


If you don’t believe this, visit the American cemeteries on the battlefields abroad. Or visit 
any of the veteran’s hospitals in the United States. On a tour of the country, in the midst of 
which I am at the time of this writing, I have visited eighteen government hospitals for 
veterans. In them are a total of about 50,000 destroyed men -- men who were the pick of the 
nation eighteen years ago. The very able chief surgeon at the government hospital; at 
Milwaukee, where there are 3,800 of the living dead, told me that mortality among veterans 
is three times as great as among those who stayed at home. 


Boys with a normal viewpoint were taken out of the fields and offices and factories and 
classrooms and put into the ranks. There they were remolded; they were made over; they 
were made to "about face"; to regard murder as the order of the day. They were put shoulder 
to shoulder and, through mass psychology, they were entirely changed. We used them for a 
couple of years and trained them to think nothing at all of killing or of being killed. 


Then, suddenly, we discharged them and told them to make another "about face" ! This time 
they had to do their own readjustment, sans [without] mass psychology, sans officers’ aid 
and advice and sans nation-wide propaganda. We didn’t need them any more. So we 
scattered them about without any "three-minute" or "Liberty Loan" speeches or parades. 
Many, too many, of these fine young boys are eventually destroyed, mentally, because they 
could not make that final "about face" alone. 


In the government hospital in Marion, Indiana, 1,800 of these boys are in pens! Five hundred 
of them in a barracks with steel bars and wires all around outside the buildings and on the 
porches. These already have been mentally destroyed. These boys don’t even look like 
human beings. Oh, the looks on their faces! Physically, they are in good shape; mentally, 
they are gone. 


There are thousands and thousands of these cases, and more and more are coming in all the 
time. The tremendous excitement of the war, the sudden cutting off of that excitement -- the 
young boys couldn’ t stand it. 


That’s a part of the bill. So much for the dead -- they have paid their part of the war profits. 
So much for the mentally and physically wounded -- they are paying now their share of the 


war profits. But the others paid, too -- they paid with heartbreaks when they tore themselves 
away from their firesides and their families to don the uniform of Uncle Sam -- on which a 
profit had been made. They paid another part in the training camps where they were 
regimented and drilled while others took their jobs and their places in the lives of their 
communities. The paid for it in the trenches where they shot and were shot; where they were 
hungry for days at a time; where they slept in the mud and the cold and in the rain -- with the 
moans and shrieks of the dying for a horrible lullaby. 


But don’t forget -- the soldier paid part of the dollars and cents bill too. 


Up to and including the Spanish-American War, we had a prize system, and soldiers and 
sailors fought for money. During the Civil War they were paid bonuses, in many instances, 
before they went into service. The government, or states, paid as high as $1,200 for an 
enlistment. In the Spanish-American War they gave prize money. When we captured any 
vessels, the soldiers all got their share -- at least, they were supposed to. Then it was found 
that we could reduce the cost of wars by taking all the prize money and keeping it, but 
conscripting [drafting] the soldier anyway. Then soldiers couldn’t bargain for their labor, 
Everyone else could bargain, but the soldier couldn’ t. 


Napoleon once said, 
"All men are enamored of decorations . . . they positively hunger for them." 


So by developing the Napoleonic system -- the medal business -- the government learned it 
could get soldiers for less money, because the boys liked to be decorated. Until the Civil War 
there were no medals. Then the Congressional Medal of Honor was handed out. It made 
enlistments easier. After the Civil War no new medals were issued until the 
Spanish-American War. 


In the World War, we used propaganda to make the boys accept conscription. They were 
made to feel ashamed if they didn’t join the army. 


So vicious was this war propaganda that even God was brought into it. With few exceptions 
our clergymen joined in the clamor to kill, kill, kill. To kill the Germans. God is on our side . 
. . it is His will that the Germans be killed. 


And in Germany, the good pastors called upon the Germans to kill the allies . . . to please the 
same God. That was a part of the general propaganda, built up to make people war conscious 
and murder conscious. 


Beautiful ideals were painted for our boys who were sent out to die. This was the "war to end 
all wars." This was the "war to make the world safe for democracy." No one mentioned to 
them, as they marched away, that their going and their dying would mean huge war profits. 
No one told these American soldiers that they might be shot down by bullets made by their 
own brothers here. No one told them that the ships on which they were going to cross might 
be torpedoed by submarines built with United States patents. They were just told it was to be 
a "glorious adventure." 


Thus, having stuffed patriotism down their throats, it was decided to make them help pay for 
the war, too. So, we gave them the large salary of $30 a month. 


All they had to do for this munificent sum was to leave their dear ones behind, give up their 
jobs, lie in swampy trenches, eat canned willy (when they could get it) and kill and kill and 
kill... and be killed. 


But wait! 


Half of that wage (just a little more than a riveter in a shipyard or a laborer in a munitions 
factory safe at home made in a day) was promptly taken from him to support his dependents, 
so that they would not become a charge upon his community. Then we made him pay what 
amounted to accident insurance -- something the employer pays for in an enlightened state -- 
and that cost him $6 a month. He had less than $9 a month left. 


Then, the most crowning insolence of all -- he was virtually blackjacked into paying for his 
own ammunition, clothing, and food by being made to buy Liberty Bonds. Most soldiers got 
no money at all on pay days. 


We made them buy Liberty Bonds at $100 and then we bought them back -- when they came 
back from the war and couldn’t find work -- at $84 and $86. And the soldiers bought about 
$2,000,000,000 worth of these bonds! 


Yes, the soldier pays the greater part of the bill. His family pays too. They pay it in the same 
heart-break that he does. As he suffers, they suffer. At nights, as he lay in the trenches and 
watched shrapnel burst about him, they lay home in their beds and tossed sleeplessly -- his 
father, his mother, his wife, his sisters, his brothers, his sons, and his daughters. 


When he returned home minus an eye, or minus a leg or with his mind broken, they suffered 
too -- as much as and even sometimes more than he. Yes, and they, too, contributed their 
dollars to the profits of the munitions makers and bankers and shipbuilders and the 
manufacturers and the speculators made. They, too, bought Liberty Bonds and contributed to 
the profit of the bankers after the Armistice in the hocus-pocus of manipulated Liberty Bond 
prices. 


And even now the families of the wounded men and of the mentally broken and those who 
never were able to readjust themselves are still suffering and still paying. 


CHAPTER FOUR 
How To Smash This Racket! 
WELL, it’s a racket, all right. 


A few profit -- and the many pay. But there is a way to stop it. You can’t end it by 
disarmament conferences. You can’t eliminate it by peace parleys at Geneva. Well-meaning 


but impractical groups can’t wipe it out by resolutions. It can be smashed effectively only by 
taking the profit out of war. 


The only way to smash this racket is to conscript capital and industry and labor before the 
nations manhood can be conscripted. One month before the Government can conscript the 
young men of the nation -- it must conscript capital and industry and labor. Let the officers 
and the directors and the high-powered executives of our armament factories and our 
munitions makers and our shipbuilders and our airplane builders and the manufacturers of all 
the other things that provide profit in war time as well as the bankers and the speculators, be 
conscripted -- to get $30 a month, the same wage as the lads in the trenches get. 


Let the workers in these plants get the same wages -- all the workers, all presidents, all 
executives, all directors, all managers, all bankers -- yes, and all generals and all admirals 
and all officers and all politicians and all government office holders -- everyone in the nation 
be restricted to a total monthly income not to exceed that paid to the soldier in the trenches! 


Let all these kings and tycoons and masters of business and all those workers in industry and 
all our senators and governors and majors pay half of their monthly $30 wage to their 
families and pay war risk insurance and buy Liberty Bonds. 


Why shouldn’t they? 


They aren’t running any risk of being killed or of having their bodies mangled or their minds 
shattered. They aren’t sleeping in muddy trenches. They aren’t hungry. The soldiers are! 


Give capital and industry and labor thirty days to think it over and you will find, by that time, 
there will be no war. That will smash the war racket -- that and nothing else. 


Maybe I am a little too optimistic. Capital still has some say. So capital won’t permit the 
taking of the profit out of war until the people -- those who do the suffering and still pay the 
price -- make up their minds that those they elect to office shall do their bidding, and not that 
of the profiteers. 


Another step necessary in this fight to smash the war racket is the limited plebiscite to 
determine whether a war should be declared. A plebiscite not of all the voters but merely of 
those who would be called upon to do the fighting and dying. There wouldn’t be very much 
sense in having a 76-year-old president of a munitions factory or the flat-footed head of an 
international banking firm or the cross-eyed manager of a uniform manufacturing plant -- all 
of whom see visions of tremendous profits in the event of war -- voting on whether the 
nation should go to war or not. They never would be called upon to shoulder arms -- to sleep 
in a trench and to be shot. Only those who would be called upon to risk their lives for their 
country should have the privilege of voting to determine whether the nation should go to 
war. 


There is ample precedent for restricting the voting to those affected. Many of our states have 
restrictions on those permitted to vote. In most, it is necessary to be able to read and write 
before you may vote. In some, you must own property. It would be a simple matter each year 
for the men coming of military age to register in their communities as they did in the draft 


during the World War and be examined physically. Those who could pass and who would 
therefore be called upon to bear arms in the event of war would be eligible to vote in a 
limited plebiscite. They should be the ones to have the power to decide -- and not a Congress 
few of whose members are within the age limit and fewer still of whom are in physical 
condition to bear arms. Only those who must suffer should have the right to vote. 


A third step in this business of smashing the war racket is to make certain that our military 
forces are truly forces for defense only. 


At each session of Congress the question of further naval appropriations comes up. The 
swivel-chair admirals of Washington (and there are always a lot of them) are very adroit 
lobbyists. And they are smart. They don’t shout that "We need a lot of battleships to war on 
this nation or that nation." Oh no. First of all, they let it be known that America is menaced 
by a great naval power. Almost any day, these admirals will tell you, the great fleet of this 
supposed enemy will strike suddenly and annihilate 125,000,000 people. Just like that. Then 
they begin to cry for a larger navy. For what? To fight the enemy? Oh my, no. Oh, no. For 
defense purposes only. 


Then, incidentally, they announce maneuvers in the Pacific. For defense. Uh, huh. 


The Pacific is a great big ocean. We have a tremendous coastline on the Pacific. Will the 
maneuvers be off the coast, two or three hundred miles? Oh, no. The maneuvers will be two 
thousand, yes, perhaps even thirty-five hundred miles, off the coast. 


The Japanese, a proud people, of course will be pleased beyond expression to see the united 
States fleet so close to Nippon’s shores. Even as pleased as would be the residents of 
California were they to dimly discern through the morning mist, the Japanese fleet playing at 
war games off Los Angeles. 


The ships of our navy, it can be seen, should be specifically limited, by law, to within 200 
miles of our coastline. Had that been the law in 1898 the Maine would never have gone to 
Havana Harbor. She never would have been blown up. There would have been no war with 
Spain with its attendant loss of life. Two hundred miles is ample, in the opinion of experts, 
for defense purposes. Our nation cannot start an offensive war if its ships can’t go further 
than 200 miles from the coastline. Planes might be permitted to go as far as 500 miles from 
the coast for purposes of reconnaissance. And the army should never leave the territorial 
limits of our nation. 


To summarize: Three steps must be taken to smash the war racket. 
1. We must take the profit out of war. 


2. We must permit the youth of the land who would bear arms to decide whether or not 
there should be war. 


3. We must limit our military forces to home defense purposes. 


CHAPTER FIVE 
To Hell With War! 


I am not a fool as to believe that war is a thing of the past. I know the people do not want 
war, but there is no use in saying we cannot be pushed into another war. 


Looking back, Woodrow Wilson was re-elected president in 1916 on a platform that he had 
"kept us out of war" and on the implied promise that he would "keep us out of war." Yet, 
five months later he asked Congress to declare war on Germany. 


In that five-month interval the people had not been asked whether they had changed their 
minds. The 4,000,000 young men who put on uniforms and marched or sailed away were not 
asked whether they wanted to go forth to suffer and die. 


Then what caused our government to change its mind so suddenly? 
Money. 


An allied commission, it may be recalled, came over shortly before the war declaration and 
called on the President. The President summoned a group of advisers. The head of the 
commission spoke. Stripped of its diplomatic language, this is what he told the President and 
his group: 


"There is no use kidding ourselves any longer. The cause of the allies is lost. We now owe you 
(American bankers, American munitions makers, American manufacturers, American 
speculators, American exporters) five or six billion dollars. 


If we lose (and without the help of the United States we must lose) we, England, France and 
Italy, cannot pay back this money . . . and Germany won’t. 


So x 


Had secrecy been outlawed as far as war negotiations were concerned, and had the press 
been invited to be present at that conference, or had radio been available to broadcast the 
proceedings, America never would have entered the World War. But this conference, like all 
war discussions, was shrouded in utmost secrecy. When our boys were sent off to war they 
were told it was a "war to make the world safe for democracy" and a "war to end all wars." 


Well, eighteen years after, the world has less of democracy than it had then. Besides, what 
business is it of ours whether Russia or Germany or England or France or Italy or Austria 
live under democracies or monarchies? Whether they are Fascists or Communists? Our 
problem is to preserve our own democracy. 


And very little, if anything, has been accomplished to assure us that the World War was 
really the war to end all wars. 


Yes, we have had disarmament conferences and limitations of arms conferences. They don’t 
mean a thing. One has just failed; the results of another have been nullified. We send our 


professional soldiers and our sailors and our politicians and our diplomats to these 
conferences. And what happens? 


The professional soldiers and sailors don’t want to disarm. No admiral wants to be without a 
ship. No general wants to be without a command. Both mean men without jobs. They are not 
for disarmament. They cannot be for limitations of arms. And at all these conferences, 
lurking in the background but all-powerful, just the same, are the sinister agents of those who 
profit by war. They see to it that these conferences do not disarm or seriously limit 
armaments. 


The chief aim of any power at any of these conferences has not been to achieve disarmament 
to prevent war but rather to get more armament for itself and less for any potential foe. 


There is only one way to disarm with any semblance of practicability. That is for all nations 
to get together and scrap every ship, every gun, every rifle, every tank, every war plane. 
Even this, if it were possible, would not be enough. 


The next war, according to experts, will be fought not with battleships, not by artillery, not 
with rifles and not with machine guns. It will be fought with deadly chemicals and gases. 


Secretly each nation is studying and perfecting newer and ghastlier means of annihilating its 
foes wholesale. Yes, ships will continue to be built, for the shipbuilders must make their 
profits. And guns still will be manufactured and powder and rifles will be made, for the 
munitions makers must make their huge profits. And the soldiers, of course, must wear 
uniforms, for the manufacturer must make their war profits too. 


But victory or defeat will be determined by the skill and ingenuity of our scientists. 

If we put them to work making poison gas and more and more fiendish mechanical and 
explosive instruments of destruction, they will have no time for the constructive job of 
building greater prosperity for all peoples. By putting them to this useful job, we can all 


make more money out of peace than we can out of war -- even the munitions makers. 


So...I say, 


TO HELL WITH WAR! 


http://www.ratical.org/ratville/CAH/warisaracket.html 
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"WA State Bill Will Send Political Enemies to Psych Wards" blares a recent headline from Kurt 


Nimmo's Substack. 


The bill in question, Washington State Legislature House Bill 1333, "Establishing the domestic 
violent extremism commission," would, according to its critics, "criminalize thought and 
expression under an invented category of offences called 'domestic violent extremism" and allow 
the state's attorney general to "prosecute some people for words and speech, rather than violent 


acts." 


Although there is nothing in the bill itself declaring that "political enemies" of the state will be 
sent to "psych wards," the idea that psychologists and psychiatrists might be employed on such a 
"domestic violent extremism commission" to diagnose political dissidents with some form of 


mental disorder is not a misplaced one. 


In fact, as it turns out, there is a long and worrying history of psychiatry being used as a weapon 
to silence those declared to be enemies of the state. And, more worrying still, recent events have 
demonstrated that—far from being a relic of the past—the pathologization of political dissent is 


becoming even more widespread than ever before. 


The Bad Old Days 


The history of psychology is, to a large extent, the history of cruel and unusual punishments 


meted out by rulers on political dissidents. 


That psychology has always been a convenient tool for the ruling class to wield against 
dissenters may seem like a controversial observation at first glance. But this is precisely what the 
most mainstream of establishment sources tell us ... when they're talking about the 


establishment's enemies. 


In 1983, for example, Dr. Walter Reich was afforded prime journalistic real estate in America's 
newspaper of record, The New York Times, for a lengthy report on "The World of Soviet 
Psychiatry." After reporting that the 1977 congress of the World Psychiatric Association in 
Hawaii had voted to condemn "the systematic abuse of psychiatry for political purposes in the 
U.S.S.R.," Reich notes that "Western concern over pyschiatric abuse in the Soviet Union had only 
grown" since the congress’ vote and that "the Russians were in danger of being suspended or 


even expelled from the international psychiatric organization." 


Reich then spends the majority of the rest of his 6,000-word article contrasting the American 
approach to mental health—in which "psychiatric treatment has become acceptable enough 
during the last few decades for people in emotional distress to seek it out"—with the Soviet 
approach—in which "the need for psychiatric care is more likely to be seen as a cause for 


shame.” 


The Soviets, we are told, had taken the honourable study of the human mind and weaponized it, 


turning it into an instrument of political oppression. 


For years, Soviet psychiatrists had been accused in the West of diagnosing as mentally ill 
political dissidents they knew to be mentally well. According to both Western critics and 
Soviet dissidents, the K.G.B.—especially after it was taken over in 1967 by Yuri V. Andropov, 
now the top Soviet leader—had regularly referred dissidents to psychiatrists for such 
diagnoses in order to avoid embarrassing public trials and to discredit dissent as the product 
of sick minds. Once in psychiatric hospitals, usually special institutions for the criminally 
insane, the dissidents were said to be treated with particular cruelty—for example, given 
injections that caused abscesses, convulsions and torpor, or wrapped in wet canvas that 


shrank tightly upon drying. 


Lest the reader be left in any doubt as to his message, Reich states it clearly later on in the piece: 


"(T]he experience of Soviet psychiatry had a lot to teach,” he tells us, "about the vulnerabilities of 


psychiatry to misuse wherever it is practiced." 


To be sure, Reich isn't wrong. The horrors of the Soviet psychiatric system—in which political 
dissidents were routinely diagnosed with "sluggish schizophrenia," psychiatric hospitals were 
used as temporary prisons during periods of protest, and troublesome rebels were kept in 
medically induced comas or drug-induced catatonic states for extended periods of time—has 
been well documented in numerous mainstream sources, both popular and academic. But these 


horrors were given their most poignant expression in the words of Alexander Solzhenitsyn: 


The incarceration of free thinking healthy people in madhouses is spiritual murder, it is a 
variation of the gas chamber, even more cruel; the torture of the people being killed is more 
malicious and more prolonged. Like the gas chambers, these crimes will never be forgotten 


and those involved in them will be condemned for all time during their life and after their 


death. 


As Reich correctly observes in his report, the Soviet pathologization of dissent does indeed serve 
as a warning that psychiatry is vulnerable to being misused "wherever it is practiced." But, by a 
funny coincidence, these concerns only ever seem to come up when psychiatry is being 


"misused" in countries that are on the US State Department's enemies list. 
Thus, there are no shortage of sources that will tell you about: 


e the abuses of Nazi psychiatrists, who sat on planning committees for the Aktion T4 
euthanasia and sterilization program and who directed the Nazi regime's horrific (and 
failed) attempt to eradicate schizophrenia by systematically killing off Germany's 


schizophrenic population; 


e the abuses that Japanese psychiatrists inflicted on their patients during and immediately 


after WWII, resulting in an abnormally large number of patient deaths; 


e the Cuban revolutionary government's use of psychotropic drugs and electroconvulsive 
therapy in order to obtain information from, punish, demoralize, coerce, subdue, terrorize, 


and cause psychological damage to those deemed a threat to state security; 


...and any number of similar examples of psychiatric abuse by governments at war with or in 


the crosshairs of the US government. 


Often excluded from this analysis, however, are the horrific abuses that psychiatrists in the West 


have inflicted on their patients in the name of state security. 


For example, while the history books will rightly condemn the horrors of the Nazi eugenic 
sterilization program, they seldom explore the roots of that program. As it turns out, those roots 
were in the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute of Anthropology, Human Heredity, and Eugenics, which 
was funded by the Rockefeller Foundation. What's more, Ernst Rudin—the director of the also- 
Rockefeller-funded Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Psychiatry and one of the key architects of 
Germany’s eugenics program—modeled the Nazi eugenics legislation on America's own "Model 


Eugenical Sterilization Law." 


In fact, America's first professor of psychology, James McKeen Cattell, helped bring the eugenics 
pseudoscience to the shores of America in the first place. Having befriended Francis Galton, the 
progenitor of eugenics, during a trip to England in 1887, Cattell returned to the US with an 
enthusiasm for the idea. He later wrote a letter to Galton bragging, "We are following in America 


your advice and example.” 


Still further back in history, Benjamin Rush—one of the founding fathers of the United States 
and the man officially recognized by the American Psychiatric Association as the "father of 
American psychiatry'"—made early contributions to the weaponization of psychiatry by 
inventing a number of mental disorders to pathologize dissent. The most notable of these made- 
up disorders was "anarchia," a type of madness Rush defined as "an excess of the passion for 
liberty," which "could not be removed by reason, nor restrained by government" and "threatened 


to render abortive the goodness of heaven to the United States." 


And what did this "father of American psychiatry" prescribe for those he deemed to be suffering 
from mental illness? Well, for starters, he "treated his patients with darkness, solitary 
confinement, and a special technique of forcing the patient to stand erect for two to three days at 
a time, poking them with sharp pointed nails to keep them from sleeping—a technique borrowed 
from a British procedure for taming horses." He also invented two mechanical devices for the 
treatment of the insane: a "tranquilizing chair," in which the patient's "body is immobilized by 
straps at the shoulders, arms, waist, and feet [and] a box-like apparatus is used to confine the 
head," and a "gyrator," "which was a horizontal board on which torpid patients were strapped 


and spun to stimulate blood circulation." 


Rush's apprentice, physician and outspoken germ theory critic Samuel Cartwright, made his own 
contribution to the field by inventing a disorder he named "drapetomania, or the disease causing 


negroes [slaves] to run away": 


The cause in the most of cases, that induces the negro to run away from service, is as much a 
disease of the mind as any other species of mental alienation, and much more curable, as a 
general rule. With the advantages of proper medical advice, strictly followed, this 
troublesome practice that many negroes have of running away, can be almost entirely 
prevented, although the slaves be located on the borders of a free state, within a stone's throw 


of the abolitionists. 


Yes, the history of psychiatry is replete with examples of political dissidents, unruly populations 


or other "social undesirables" being labeled as insane and sent to the madhouse . . . or worse. 


But that was then, many would be inclined to argue. This is now. Surely psychiatry isn't used to 


suppress dissent any more, is it?... 


The Bad New Days 


... It sure is! And I'm not just talking about psychiatric repression in some backward, evil 


dictatorship like Russia. (Although, to be sure, there is that, too.) 


No, once again, it is the "liberal," "enlightened," "free and democratic" West that is leading the 
way in weaponizing psychiatry against the masses. And, incredibly, the wielders of this 
psychiatric weapon don't try to hide the fact, but have instead actively sought to codify it in their 
"bible." 


Since 1952, the American Psychiatric Association has published the Diagnostic and Statistical 
Manual of Mental Disorders, or the DSM, as a guideline for the classification and diagnoses of 
mental health issues. Commonly referred to as the psychiatric diagnostic bible, the DSM, 
according to the APA itself, “is the standard classification of mental disorders used by mental 
health professionals in the United States and contains a listing of diagnostic criteria for every 


psychiatric disorder recognized by the U.S. healthcare system.” 


Critics have long questioned the influence that Big Pharma has had in pressuring the APA to 
diagnose more and more behaviour as "abnormal" in order to prescribe pharmaceutical 


interventions to a greater and greater percentage of the public. 


Concerns over Big Pharma's influence on the creation of DSM are not trivial. In 2012, a study led 
by University of Massachusetts-Boston researcher Lisa Cosgrove noted that 69% of the DSM-5 
task force members had ties to the pharmaceutical industry, including paid work as consultants 
and spokespersons for drug manufacturers. On certain panels, the conflict of interest was even 
more profound: 83% of the members of the panel working on mood disorders had 
pharamaceutical industry ties, and 100%—every single member—of the sleep disorder panel had 
“ties to the pharmaceutical companies that manufacture the medications used to treat these 


disorders or to companies that service the pharmaceutical industry.” 


If these task force members’ goal is to make sure that more and more pharmaceuticals are sold, 
then by every measure they've been remarkably successful. Recent surveys indicate one in six 
American adults report taking a psychiatric drug, such as an antidepressant or a sedative. 
Worryingly, the number of children being prescribed antipsychotic medications like Adderall 


and Ritalin has continued to increase decade after decade. 


But more worrying still is the way that this increase in antipsychotic prescriptions has been 


justified—by the invention of a new "mental disorder" called Oppositional Defiance Disorder. 


Clinical psychologist Bruce Levine, who has spent decades ringing the alarm bell about the ways 
in which his profession is being used to repress legitimate political dissent, explains in his 2018 


book, Resisting Illegitimate Authority: 


Beginning in 1980, for noncompliant children who are not engaged in any illegal practices, 
the APA (in its DSM-III diagnostic manual) created the disruptive disorder diagnosis 
“oppositional defiant disorder” (ODD). For an ODD diagnosis, a youngster needs only four of 
the following eight symptoms for six months: often loses temper; often touchy or easily 
annoyed; often angry and resentful; often argues with authority figures; often actively defies 
or refuses to comply with requests from authority figures or with rules; often deliberately 
annoys others; often blames others for his or her mistakes or misbehavior; spitefulness or 


vindictiveness at least twice within the past six months. 


Levine goes on to point out that the front line of this assault on the human psyche are the 


children who are diagnosed with a mental disorder for demonstrating previously normal 


childhood behaviour: 


In 2012, the Archives of General Psychiatry reported that between 1993 through 2009, there 
was a sevenfold increase of children 13 years and younger being prescribed antipsychotic 
drugs, and that disruptive behavior disorders such as ODD and CD were the most common 


diagnoses in children medicated with antipsychotics, accounting for 63% of those medicated. 


But the pathologization of those who show signs of "oppositional defiance" is not confined to 


children. Levine also observes, citing his own clinical experience: 


Among the people I have talked with who have been previously diagnosed with psychiatric 
illnesses, I am struck by how many of them, compared to the general population, are 
essentially anti-authoritarians. Unluckily for them, the professionals who have diagnosed 


them are not. 


As we shall see next week, the weaponization of psychology against those independent, free- 
thinkers who tend to question authority is not some vague, amorphous concern about a Big 
Pharma boondoggle that is hurting people in the pocketbook. Rather, this weapon is now being 
used against critics of the biosecurity agenda and others who dare point out that the globalist, 


transhuman emperor is wearing no clothes. 


But if it is true that the study of the mind has been weaponized and that that weapon is being 


deployed against conspiracy realists, the obvious question then becomes... 


Who Loaded the Weapon? 


In October 1945, George Brock Chisholm—the man who would go on to serve as the first 
Director-General of the World Health Organization and the man who helped spearhead the 
World Federation for Mental Health—delivered an incredibly candid lecture in which he laid out 


his plans for steering the profession of psychiatry in a bold new direction. 


Published in 1946 as "The Reestablishment of Peacetime Psychiatry," the lecture includes a 
proclamation that psychiatrists should take it upon themselves to rid the population of the 
concept of good and evil entirely: "If the race is to be freed from its crippling burden of good and 
evil it must be psychiatrists who take the original responsibility. This is a challenge which must 


be met." 


Perhaps unsurprisingly, Chisholm's call to action was taken up by the British military. The 
"challenge" of "freeing the race" from the "crippling burden of good and evil" was taken up by 
British military psychiatrist Colonel John Rawlings Rees, the first president of Chisholm's World 
Federation of Mental Health and chair of the infamous Tavistock Institute from 1933 to 1947. 


In 1940, Rees gave an address to the annual meeting of the UK's National Council for Mental 
Hygiene in which he laid out in predictably militaristic terms how this ambitious plan for 
reforming the public psyche was to be achieved. In "Strategic Planning for Mental Health,” 
Rees—after claiming that the psychiatrists of the council "can justifiably stress our particular 
point of view with regard to the proper development of the human psyche, even though our 
knowledge be incomplete'"—asserts that they must aim to make that point of view "permeate 


every educational activity in our national life." 
He then launches into a startling confession: 


[W]e have made a useful attack upon a number of professions. The two easiest of them 
naturally are the teaching profession and the Church; the two most difficult are law and 
medicine.” |. . .] “If we are to infiltrate the professional and social activities of other people I 


think we must imitate the Totalitarians and organize some kind of fifth column activity!" 


Then Rees brazenly proclaims that "Parliament, the Press and other publications are the most 
obvious ways by which our propaganda can be got across" before reminding his audience once 
again of the need for secrecy if this plan to influence the development of the public psyche is to 


succeed: "Many people don't like to be 'saved', ‘changed’ or made healthy," he remarks. 


So what were Rees and his fellow travelers really aiming at in their "fifth column" campaign to 
"attack" the professions and propagandize the public? His true intentions are revealed through 
his work for the British military—including his alleged drugging, poisoning and mesmerizing of 
Rudolf Hess, the Deputy Führer of the Nazi party who was captured and held by the British for 
decades after making a still-unexplained solo flight to Scotland in 1941—and through his work at 
the Tavistock Institute, where he attempted to mould public opinion in the UK to his liking. 


As The Campaigner magazine explained in a Tavistock exposé published in 1978: "The theme of 
all of Rees’s known work is the development of the uses of psychiatry as a weapon of the ruling 
class." That work, the article elaborates, included advising Rees' superiors how they "can 
succeed in structuring a stressed individual’s or group’s situation appropriately, the victim(s) can 
be induced to develop for himself a special sort of 'reaction formation’ through which he 
‘democratically’ arrives precisely at the attitudes and decisions which the dictators would wish 


to force upon him." 


In other words, Rees' work centered on the Problem-Reaction-Solution method of mass social 
control that Corbett Reporteers will be very familiar with by now. It should be no surprise, then, 
to learn that Rees' research heavily influenced the operations of a budding young intelligence 


service that was then forming in the United States: the Central Intelligence Agency. 


Indeed, the CIA has always been interested in weaponizing psychiatry as a way of achieving 
success in their covert operations. In fact, the CIA even openly advertises job opportunities for 
psychiatrists to "help the CIA mission where it intersects with psychiatric and broader 


behavioral issues." 


But when most people think of the CIA and weaponized psychiatry, they think of MKUltra and 


mind control. 


As even the Wikipedia article on the subject admits, the CIA's "Project MKUltra" was "an illegal 
human experimentation program designed and undertaken by the U.S. Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA), intended to develop procedures and identify drugs that could be used in 
interrogations to weaken individuals and force confessions through 


brainwashing and psychological torture.” 


There is much that the public still does not know about this project, its forerunner programs, 
Project Bluebird and Project ARTICHOKE, and the depths to which agents of the US 
government sank to discover ways of manipulating, melding, erasing or reprogramming 


individuals’ psyches. But what we do know about the program is chilling enough. 


One series of experiments, presided over by Sidney Gottlieb, involved administering LSD to 
unwitting Americans, including mental patients, prisoners, drug addicts and prostitutes. This 
included "Operation Midnight Climax," in which unsuspecting men were drugged and lured to 
CIA safe houses by prostitutes on the CIA payroll. Their sexual activity was monitored behind 
one-way mirrors and was used to study the effect of sexual blackmail and the use of mind- 


altering substances in field operations. 


Another experiment, dubbed MKULTRA Subproject 68, was overseen by the esteemed 
psychiatrist Dr. Ewen Cameron. This subproject involved Dr. Cameron using LSD, paralytic 
drugs, electroshock therapy and drug-induced comas to attempt to wipe patients’ memories and 
reprogram their psyche. When brought to light, the program was identified as an attempt to 
refine methods of medical torture for the purpose of extracting information from unwilling 
sources and was condemned. Lawsuits regarding the blatantly illegal experimentation conducted 


by Cameron continue into the current era. 


Although MKUltra "officially ended" after its exposure in the 1970s, the CIA has not stopped 
employing psychiatrists to find new and innovative ways to psychologically torment their 


opponents. 


In May 2002, Martin Seligman, an influential American professor of psychology and a former 
president of the American Psychological Association, delivered a lecture at the San Diego Naval 
Base explaining how his research could help American personnel to—in his own words—"resist 


torture and evade successful interrogation by their captors." 


Among the hundred or so people in attendance at that lecture was one particularly enthused fan 
of Selgiman's work: Dr. Jim Mitchell, a military retiree and psychologist who had contracted to 
provide training services to the CIA. Although Seligman had no idea of it at the time, Mitchell 


was—as we now know—one of the key architects of the CIA's illegal torture program. 


Naturally, Mitchell's interest in Seligman's talk was not in how it could be applied to help 
American personnel overcome learned helplessness and resist torture but rather how it could be 


used to induce learned helplessness in a CIA target and enhance torture. As it turns out, 
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In "Dissent Into Madness: The Weaponization of Psychiatry," I told the long and sordid history 
of how the study of the mind has been used to suppress political opposition and subdue unruly 
segments of the population—not just in the "enemy states" of Soviet Russia or Nazi Germany or 
communist Cuba, but in England and the US and the rest of the "free and democratic West" as 
well. I also looked at specific examples of how this was accomplished and named names of some 


of the figures who had a hand in forging this psychiatric weapon. 


With that history in mind, this week I will explore how the public has been trained to accept the 
pathologization of those peskiest of dissenters, the conspiracy realists. I will also explain how 
the trigger has already been pulled on this psychiatric weapon and how it is impacting those who 


dare question the motives of our would-be rulers. 


Are you ready? Let's begin... 


Pathologizing Conspiracy 
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One of the most popular articles to be written in recent decades is titled "Why Do People Believe 


in Conspiracies?" 


It starts by noting the worrying rise in the number of people who believe in wild, outlandish 
theories about how people in positions of power conspire to maintain their influence and expand 


their wealth. 


The article's author then cites a psychologist, who explains that well-meaning but emotionally 
unstable people typically latch on to these fantastical conspiracy theories because they help 
these poor, deluded souls make sense of the world and offer them a feeling of control over an 


uncontrollable world. 


Next, the report offers advice to those who are seeking to disabuse anyone who has fallen for this 
conspiracy claptrap of their delusional notions. That advice, it turns out, is the same admonition 
given to someone coming upon a wild animal in the jungle: don't confront the target directly or 
make them angry; speak to them in soothing tones and pretend to listen to what they're saying; 


and disengage if it seems they're preparing to attack. 


But this article usually ends on a positive note: if this wild conspiracy theorist you're talking to 
hasn't yet lost touch with reality, then it may be possible to talk them down from the ledge. You 
can gently create some cognitive dissonance in their mind by pointing out that every conspiracy 
that has ever occurred in history has been exposed by whistleblowers and reported on by 
journalists, and therefore there is no such thing as a secret conspiracy. If they are of sound mind, 
this will be enough. Your confused friend will see the light and learn to trust government and 


authority once again. 


Do you want to read this article? Would you like a link? Well, I don't have one link for you; I 


have dozens. 


You see, the curious thing about this "Why Do People Believe in Conspiracies?" article is that it 
hasn't been written just once or twice. It's been written hundreds of times by hundreds of 
different journalists, and it's been published by the BBC and FiveThirtyEight and Vox and the 
American Psychological Association and The New York Times and PsychCentral and Addiction 
Center and LSU and Technology Review and National Geographic and verywellmind and 
Business Insider and Psychology Today and Harvard and LiveScience and Scientific [sic] American 
and NBC News and The Conversation and Intelligencer and Time and The Guardian and Popular 


Mechanics and even that most prestigious of journalistic institutions, goop. (Yes, goop!) 


And it's not only in written form. It's also a video report that's been filed by the CBC and 
Channel 4 and CNBC and Channel 4 (again) and DNews and StarTalk and 60 Minutes and Time 
and DNews (again) and Big Think and Al Jazeera and the Weekly and Tech Insider and Inverse 
and Dr. Todd Grande and euronews and CBS News and The University of Chicago. 


Oh, and did I mention it's also a podcast? Well, it is, and it's been produced by Ava Lassiter and 
NPR and Radio Times and NPR (again) and LSE and Bill Gates and NPR (again again) and The 
Anthill and Speaking of Psychology and NPR (again again again) and Big Brains and NPR (again 


again again again). 


So, are you starting to formulate a hypothesis that there may be some grand scheme afoot here? 
Do you find yourself speculating that perhaps (just perhaps) there might be a coordinated effort to 


pathologize conspiracy theorists in order to justify locking them away in padded cells? 


Do you find it interesting that the terms "conspiracy theory" and "mental disorder" were forever 
linked in the public imagination when Richard Hofstadter penned his infamous 1964 essay in 
Harper's Magazine, "The Paranoid Style in American Politics"? Or that the best-remembered 
passage from that essay is the one in which he describes the "style of mind" behind the 
conspiracy-prone, populist political movement of his era as "the paranoid style" because "no 
other word adequately evokes the sense of heated exaggeration, suspiciousness, and 
conspiratorial fantasy that I have in mind"? Or that his caveats to that "diagnosis"—namely, that 
"I am not speaking in a clinical sense, but borrowing a clinical term for other purposes" and that 
"I have neither the competence nor the desire to classify any figures of the past or present as 


certifiable lunatics"—are largely forgotten? 


Then the dinosaur media pundits and their psychiatric "experts" have a message for you: "Shut 


Up, Conspiracy Theorist!, or we're going to put you in a straitjacket!" 
Don't believe me? Well... 


First They Came for the Truthers. .. 


The idea that those who believe in conspiracy theories are mentally unsound is, of course, not a 


new one. 


Witness how the subject was treated on Barney Miller, a popular American television sitcom from 
the late 1970s that centered on the exploits of a cast of detectives in a New York City Police 
Department station house. In one episode from 1981, a man is arrested for breaking into the 
offices of the Trilateral Commission because, as he explains in an impassioned speech that is 
bizarrely punctuated by canned laughter, "what they are really up to is a scheme to plant their 
own loyal members in positions of power in this country; to work to erase national boundaries 
and create an international community; and, in time, bring about a one world government, with 


David Rockefeller calling the shots!" 


The man then presents his evidence of this conspiracy in the form of articles in periodicals 

like Conspiracy Review and Suppressed Truth Round-up. Barney Miller's sneering reaction (along 
with the ever-present laugh track) is enough for the viewer to understand that this burglar—and, 
by implication, anyone who harbours similar views about the Trilateral Commission or other 


globalist institutions—is a delusional criminal who deserves to be locked up for those beliefs. 


Or take the "tin foil hat" conceit. As the crack journalists over at Vice helpfully explain, the 
concept of wearing a tin foil hat to protect one's brain from government mind control was 
introduced into popular culture via Julian Huxley's 1927 story, "The Tissue-Culture King." In 
Huxley's tale, "caps of metal foil" are used to mitigate the effects of a mad scientist's telepathic 
hypnosis experiment. Since then, the "tin foil hat-wearing madman" has gone on to become a 
ubiquitous pop culture trope, employed by lazy TV writers as an easy way to signal to the 


audience that someone is suffering from paranoid delusions about vast government conspiracies. 


Or take President Lyndon Johnson's advisor, John P. Roche, who wrote a letter to the Times 
Literary Supplement that was picked up and reported on by Time in January of 1968. In the letter, 


Roche dismisses conspiracy theories about the JFK assassination as the gospel of "a priesthood 


of marginal paranoids" and declares such theories "an assault on the sanity of American society, 


and I believe in its fundamental sanity." 


Or take the various examples of the pathologization of conspiracy theorizing pointed out by 


Lance deHaven-Smith in his modern-day classic, Conspiracy Theory in America: 


Initially, conspiracy theories were not an object of ridicule and hostility. Today, however, the 
conspiracy-theory label is employed routinely to dismiss a wide range of antigovernment 
suspicions as symptoms of impaired thinking akin to superstition or mental illness. For 
example, in a massive book published in 2007 on the assassination of President Kennedy, 
former prosecutor Vincent Bugliosi says people who doubt the Warren Commission report 
are “as kooky as a three dollar bill in their beliefs and paranoia.” Similarly, in his recently 
published book Among the Truthers (Harper’s, 2011), Canadian journalist Jonathan Kay refers 
to 9/11 conspiracy theorists as “political paranoiacs” who have “lost their grip on the real 
world.” Making a similar point, if more colorfully, in his popular book Wingnuts, journalist 
John Avlon refers to conspiracy believers as "moonbats," "Hatriots," "wingnuts," and the 
"Fright Wing." 


Certainly, there is no shortage of commentators perpetuating the idea that conspiracy theorizing 
is a form of mental illness. But it wasn't until the post-9/11 era of terrornoia panic accompanying 
the rise of the Homeland Security state that the trigger was pulled on the loaded gun that is the 


psychiatric weapon. 


Of course, the post-9/11 decade was filled with academics, journalists and talking heads of 
various stripes conflating conspiracy theorizing with mental illness, exactly as the pre-9/11 era 
had been. Heeding Bush the Younger's injunction to "never tolerate outrageous conspiracy 
theories concerning the attacks of September the 11th," political commentators of all stripes 
began a campaign of vitriol directed against 9/11 truthers that began to ratchet the 


conspiracy/insanity rhetoric to new heights. 


Bill Maher's "joke" that truthers should "stop asking me to raise this ridiculous topic on the 
show and start asking your doctor if Paxil is right for you" helped to ferilize the soil for the likes 
of Winnipeg Sun columnist Stephen Ripley, who then "diagnosed" 9/11 truthers as suffering from 
"paranoid delusions.” These pronouncements prepared the public for the fulminations of TV 
talking heads on both the left and right sides of the political spectrum that "necrotizing 
conspiracy theory radicalism" is a danger to society and that the crazy truthers perpetuating 


these delusions need to be treated as potential terrorists. 


But the campaign to demonize 9/11 truthers as psychologically disturbed and potentially violent 
criminals who need to be taken off the streets has not stopped at harsh words and strong 
rhetoric. Institutions and authorities have now begun trying to literally declare truthers and 


other "conspiracy theorists" as insane as a way of silencing political dissent. 


Corona Insanity 


AKTUELL 


The general public has been conditioned by over half a century of propaganda to see conspiracy 
theorists as delusional and potentially dangerous paranoids. Many people would probably be 
glad if conspiracy theorists were committed to a psychiatric institution for their "wingnut" 
theories. Doubtless, too, those in positions of political power would be happy to be able to wield 


such power. 


There's just one problem for those hoping for a conspiracy theorist round-up: many countries 
have adopted standards that—at least on paper—make it impossible to commit someone to 
psychiatric incarceration without their consent unless they pose a demonstrable and immediate 


risk of harm to themselves or to others. These countries aren't Soviet Russia, after all. 


However, as readers of these pages will know only too well, these types of rules and safeguards 
are only as reliable as the integrity of those who are supposed to uphold and enforce them. And, 
unfortunately for us, those same officials instead often skirt them at the behest of the politically 


powerful. 


Many examples of conspiracy theorists being held for psychiatric evaluation against their will 
could be cited here, but one case from The Corbett Report archives will serve to make the point. 
It's the case of Claire Swinney, a New Zealand journalist who in 2006 was—in her own 


words—" 


Swinney's story—which she recounted in an rview on The Corbett Report in 2009—is 


remarkable for a number of reasons. Firstly, there is her harrowing account of how quickly a 


series of seemingly disconnected problems and concerns—a series of threats that she had 
received for her fearless reporting on big pharma and her 9/11 truth advocacy in the New 
Zealand press, a bout of insomnia, an off-hand comment that was misinterpreted as a suicidal 


statement—escalated into full-on forced detention in a psychiatric ward. 


Secondly, there is her revelation that those who were supposed to be acting in her interest—a 
police officer, various social workers, the chief psychiatrist in the psychiatric ward—would not 


even listen to her when she tried to present evidence for her belief that 9/11 was an inside job. 


But for those who believe in the legal safeguards that exist to prevent the abuse of the psychiatric 
weapon, the most concerning fact of all is that Swinney's remarkable 11-day ordeal in forcible 
psychiatric confinement—a confinement that included forced medication—was that it occurred 
in direct contravention of the New Zealand government's own laws. In fact, not only does the 
country's Mental Health Act clearly state that forcible psychiatric detention is not permitted if it 
is based solely on a person's political beliefs, but, as Swinney notes, the medical personnel who 


authorized her confinement weren't even familiar with this provision. 


The compulsory psychiatric confinement of someone with no history of mental illness solely for 
expressing a belief in 9/11 truth is shocking enough. That this detention took place not in the 
United States and not in the immediate aftermath of the events, but in New Zealand some five 


years later, defies justification. 


Sadly, this is not an isolated incident. As we enter the biosecurity era, authorities around the 
world are working to set the precedent that people who resist the medical authorities’ diktats can 


be diagnosed as mentally ill, stripped of their professional credentials and even arrested. 


An example of this phenomenon that should be familiar to those in The Corbett Report audience 
is that of Dr. Meryl Nass. Dr. Nass is an internal medicine specialist with 42 years of medical 
experience who had her medical license suspended by the Board of Licensure in Medicine, 
Maine's state medical regulator, for refusing to toe the government-approved line on COVID-19 
treatments. Incredibly, in addition to suspending her medical license, state regulators also 
ordered her to undergo a psychiatric evaluation for the thoughtcrime of disbelieving the 


government's COVID narrative. 


One of the most startling stories of psychiatric intimidation of a COVID skeptic, however, is that 
of Dr. Thomas Binder. Dr. Binder is a cardiologist who has had a private medical practice in 
Switzerland for 24 years. As Taylor Hudak reported for The Last American Vagabond late last 
year, Dr. Binder's life was turned upside down in 2020 when he found he could not sit idly by 


while the entire medical profession lost its collective mind. 


In February 2020, at the start of the COVID-19 crisis, Dr. Binder advocated for the return of 
ethics and science in the field of medicine. He spoke out against unscientific restrictions, 


mandates, the flawed PCR testing, etc., on his personal website and social media. Dr. Binder 


says it was his duty as a doctor to inform the public of the truth about COVID-19. 


On Thursday April 9, 2020, Dr. Binder posted a blog to his website, which provided a 
thorough analysis of COVID-19 and the various unscientific measures implemented at that 
time. The blog post went viral, receiving 20,000 views, and Dr. Binder was hopeful his post 


may calm the public and initiate the end to the restrictions and mandates. 


However, the post caught the attention of two colleagues, who alerted the Chief of State 
Police, claiming that Dr. Binder was a supposed threat to himself and the government. Two 
days later, on April 11, 2020, the day before Easter Sunday, Dr. Binder was brutally confronted 
by a total of 60 armed police officers including 20 officers with the Kantonspolizei Aargau’s 


anti-terrorism unit, ARGUS. 


To those who remain ignorant of the history of psychiatry's use as a weapon of political 
oppression, this is incomprehensible enough. But what happened next almost defies belief, even 


among those of us already in the know. 


After studying Binder's blog posts and emails, the police determined that there were no grounds 
for issuing an arrest warrant. Nonetheless, they did send Dr. Binder for a mental health 
evaluation. Incredibly, the doctor in charge of Binder's psychiatric evaluation invented a 
diagnosis of "corona insanity" and ordered him to be placed in a psychiatric unit. After a period 
of evaluation, Binder was offered an ultimatum: remain in the psychiatric hospital for six weeks 


or return home on condition that he take a neuroleptic medication. 


Canaries in the Coal Mine 


The incredible and flagrantly illegal actions taken in the forcible psychiatric detention of 
"conspiracy theorists" and political dissenters like Swinney and Binder serve more than one 
purpose. Beyond temporarily sidelining the person in question (both Swinney and Binder 
returned to their work critiquing government narratives after their release) and beyond throwing 
their public reputation into doubt by forever associating their names with a false psychiatric 
diagnosis, the wielders of the psychiatric weapon achieve something of even greater value when 
they engage in such tactics. That is, the stories of these psychiatric detentions serve as warnings 
to the general public: when you dissent on sensitive political issues, you risk being 


institutionalized for your beliefs. 


Rationally speaking, it is utterly implausible to lock in a padded cell everyone who subscribes to 
a conspiracy theory. Even establishment sources readily admit that 50% of the public believe in 
some conspiracy or other, including the 49% of New Yorkers who, in 2004, claimed that the US 
government "knew in advance that attacks were planned on or around September 11, 2001, and 
that they consciously failed to act," and including the whopping 81% of Americans who declared 


in 2001 that they believed there was a conspiracy to assassinate President John F. Kennedy. 


But unfortunately for us, those who are brandishing this psychiatric weapon are not rational at 


all. In fact, as we shall see next week, those in political power who seek to diagnose their critics 
with mental illness are themselves suffering from one of the greatest psychopathologies of them 


all.... 
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In Part 1 of this series on Dissent Into Madness, I recounted the sordid details of "The 
Weaponization of Psychology," noting how the psychiatric profession has been turned into an 


instrument for repressing and marginalizing political dissidents. 


In Part 2 of this series, "Crazy Conspiracy Theorists,” I detailed how conspiracy theorizing is 
being pathologized as a mental disorder and how this false diagnosis is being used to justify the 


forced psychiatric detention and medication of 9/11 truthers and COVID dissenters. 


This week, I will examine the great irony of the situation we find ourselves in: that those who are 
wielding the psychological weapon against any would-be dissenters are themselves driven by a 


psychopathological disorder... 


Being Sane In An Insane Society 
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If you are reading this column, chances are you're already aware of just how insane our society 


can be. 


Maybe you first realized something was deeply wrong with our world when you noticed the 
discrepancy between what most people actually believe—that JFK was assassinated as the result 
of a conspiracy, for example—and what you're expected to say in "polite" society—namely, that 
the Warren Commission got to the bottom of the matter and that anyone who questions its 


findings is a crazy conspiracy theorist. 


Or perhaps the penny dropped when you heard ex-US Secretary of State Madeleine Albright 
blithely declare on 60 Minutes that the death of half a million Iraqi children in the State 


Department's campaign against Saddam Hussein was "worth it." 


Or maybe you, like many millions of others around the world, began to question the sanity of our 
society when you saw the madness of the past three years, with governments locking people in 
their homes and subjecting the poorest among us to starvation and forcing never-before-used 


medical interventions on billions of people in the name of "public health." 


I, too, have had my own such moments of awareness. And, feeling the frustration that comes 
from realizing just how sick and twisted the world can be, I am often reminded of Jiddu 
Krishnamurti's famous observation: "It is no measure of health to be well adjusted to a 


profoundly sick society." 


But I've also found that you get used to the insanity of this sick society after a while. In fact, you 


come to expect it. 
Of course politicians are always lying to the public. 


Of course those in positions of power wouldn't think twice about killing thousands of their fellow 


citizens—let alone untold millions in the Middle East—in order to achieve their goals. 


Of course they'll cook up a phoney scamdemic to usher in their biosecurity state and of course it 


has nothing to do with keeping people healthy. 


In fact, once you've seen through the lies and realized just how profoundly sick our society has 


become, it turns out that it's not the big things that shock you anymore. It's the little things. 


Like the sign above. It's plastered above the urinal in the washroom at my local cafe and it's a 
common enough sign in men's restrooms here in Japan. It exhorts the reader to take "one step 
forward" because, even here in Japan, despite Japan's reputation for obsessive cleanliness, men 


can sometimes be careless and miss the urinal. That wasn't what caught my attention, though. 


No, what caught my attention about this sign was its invocation of "SDGs: GOAL.6." Granted, 
most people in Japan wouldn't think twice about this entreaty. But for me it was one of those 


small yet incredibly sharp reminders of the sickness of our society. 


For those not keeping track at home, "SDGs" stands for "Sustainable Development Goals," the 
"transformative goals and targets" that the UN unleashed upon the world in 2015 as part of its 
"2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development." Goal 6 in particular promises to "Ensure 
availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for all," which is one of those 
wishy-washy, innocuous-sounding statements that hides a much more nefarious agenda of 
resource monopolization and population control—tyrannical aims characteristic of so many of 
the SDGs. 


Meanwhile, I have been watching with consternation as the SDGs have begun intruding more 
and more into everyday life here in Japan. It's not at all unusual to see a product ad displaying 
the characteristic coloured boxes indicating which SDG (or SDGs) that product is supposedly 
promoting (however tenuously), or to see lapel pins sporting the rainbow circle of the SDG logo, 


now a common accoutrement on the suits of Japanese salarymen. 


But to see an SDG here? On a sign over a urinal? Is there truly nowhere we can go where we're 


not subjected to this 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Enslavement propaganda and all of the Great 


Reset/Fourth Industrial Revolution/neo-feudal/transhuman nightmare it invokes? 


Perhaps the strangest part of all is that if I were to point out this insanity to the average person 
here, they would look at me as if I were the crazy one. And if I were to back up my viewpoint 
with the volumes of documented information about the perverse nature of this UN-fronted 
globalist agenda—the information contained in numerous documentaries and podcasts and 


interviews and articles on the subject—I would doubtless appear even crazier. 
"What's the big deal? It's just a sign." 


As it turns out, the sign is indeed a sign. A sign that our society is in fact suffering from the 


effects of a mental illness. 


Our (Mis-)Leaders Are Psychopaths 


They are "remorseless predators who use charm, intimidation and, if necessary, impulsive and 


cold-blooded violence to attain their ends." 


They "ruthlessly plow their way through life, leaving a broad trail of broken hearts, shattered 


expectations, and empty wallets." 


They have "no feelings of guilt or remorse no matter what [they] do, no limiting sense of concern 


for the well-being of strangers, friends, or even family members." 


Am I talking about politicians? Technocrats? Billionaire "philanthrocapitalists"? Royalty? 


Captains of industry? 
Of course I am. But I'm also talking about psychopaths. 


We all know what a psychopath is, or at least we think we do. They're chainsaw-wielding, crazed 


serial killers, like Leatherface from The Texas Chainsaw Massacre. Or they're knife-wielding, 


crazed serial killers, like Buffalo Bill from The Silence of the Lambs. Or they're acid-spraying- 


lapel-flower-wearing, crazed serial killers, like The Joker from Batman. 


But if that is what we think of when we think of a psychopath, we find that once again we are the 
Hollywood predictive programmers' victims, constructing our understanding of reality not from 
actual, lived experience but from fictional characters dreamt up by writers and projected ona 


screen. 


In the real world, psychopaths are a subset of the population who lack a conscience. The full 
implications of this strange mental condition are not apparent to the vast majority of us who do 
possess a conscience and who assume that the inner life of most people is largely similar to our 


own. 


In The Sociopath Next Door, Dr. Martha Stout, a clinical psychologist who has devoted much of 
her career to the subject, demonstrates what the absence of a conscience really means by inviting 


her readers to participate in this exercise: 


Imagine—if you can—not having a conscience, none at all, no feelings of guilt or remorse no 
matter what you do, no limiting sense of concern for the well-being of strangers, friends, or 
even family members. Imagine no struggles with shame, not a single one in your whole life, 
no matter what kind of selfish, lazy, harmful, or immoral action you had taken. And pretend 
that the concept of responsibility is unknown to you, except as a burden others seem to 
accept without question, like gullible fools. Now add to this strange fantasy the ability to 
conceal from other people that your psychological makeup is radically different from theirs. 
Since everyone simply assumes that conscience is universal among human beings, hiding the 
fact that you are conscience-free is nearly effortless. You are not held back from any of your 
desires by guilt or shame, and you are never confronted by others for your cold-bloodedness. 
The ice water in your veins is so bizarre, so completely outside of their personal experience, 


that they seldom even guess at your condition. 


The possibilities for manipulation, deceit, violence and destruction that this condition presents 
should be obvious by this point. And indeed, as a number of books by psychologists and 
researchers studying psychopathy—from Howard Cleckley's seminal 1941 work, The Mask of 
Sanity, to Robert Hare's popular book, Without Conscience, to Andrew Lobaczewski's rescued- 
from-the-dustbin-of-history-by-an-independent-publisher opus, Political Ponerology—have 
repeatedly tried to warn the public over the years, psychopaths do exist, they represent 
something like 4% of the population, and they are responsible for much of the havoc in our 


society. 


So how do we know who is a psychopath? That, as you might imagine, is a highly contested 
question. While various biomedical explanations for the condition have been proffered 
—dysfunction of the amygdala and ventromedial prefrontal cortex, for example—and dozens of 


studies to determine the relationship between brain physiology and psychopathy have been 


conducted in the past half century, psychopathy is most commonly diagnosed by way of the 
Psychopathy Checklist, Revised, known as the PCL-R. 


Devised by Robert Hare—the most influential psychopathy researcher of the past half-century— 
the PCL-R involves, among other things, a semi-structured interview in which a subject is tested 
for 20 personality traits and recorded behaviours, from "egocentricity/grandiose sense of self- 
worth" to "pathological lying and deception" to "lack of remorse or guilt" to "early behaviour 


problems.” 


Although none of these personality traits are indicative of psychopathy by themselves, the 
presence of a certain number of them (corresponding to a score of 30 or higher on the PCL-R 


test) is used to diagnose the condition. 

So, how would your average politician score on this test? Let's see. 
Egocentricity / grandiose sense of self-worth? 
Check. 

Pathological lying and deception? 

Check. 

Conning / lack of sincerity? 

Check. 

Lack of remorse or guilt? 

Check. 

Callous / lack of empathy? 

Check. 

Parasitic lifestyle? 

Isn't that the definition of a career politician? 
Early behaviour problems? 


Check. (<-Actually, this one is straight from Stout's book... but her story of the young boy who 
uses his "Star-Spangled Banner" firecrackers in their skull-and-crossbones-emblazoned box to 
blow up frogs is just a "composite" case that isn't meant to represent anyone in particular, of 


course.) 


I could go on, but you get the idea. 


To be fair, a cherry-picked list of isolated examples of politicians’ behaviour like this is not 
enough to diagnose anyone as a psychopath and, by itself, should not convince you of anything. 
Nor should you be convinced by the psychologists who have offered their professional opinion 
on politicians they have not themselves examined—like neuropsychologist Paul Broks, who, in 
2003, speculated as to whether Tony Blair was "A Plausible Psychopath?," or professor of 
psychology David T. Lykken, who, in the Handbook of Psychopathy, argues not just that Stalin and 
Hitler were high-functioning psychopaths but that Lyndon B. Johnson "exemplified this 


W 
syndrome. 


So, is it fair to suspect that psychopaths are overrepresented in the political class? According to 


Martha Stout, it is: 


Yes, politicians are more likely than people in the general population to be sociopaths. I think 
you would find no expert in the field of sociopathy/psychopathy/antisocial personality 
disorder who would dispute this... . That a small minority of human beings literally have no 
conscience was and is a bitter pill for our society to swallow—but it does explain a great 


many things, shamelessly deceitful political behavior being one. 


For whatever it's worth, certain members of the UK government seem to agree. In 1982, one UK 
Home Office official suggested "recruiting psychopaths to help restore order in the event 
England is hit by a devastating nuclear attack." And the reasoning behind this official's 
surprising suggestion? The fact that psychopaths "have no feelings for others, nor moral code, 


and tend to be very intelligent and logical" means they would be "very good in crises." 


To be sure, the a priori case for the utility of psychopathic traits in political office is fairly 
obvious, but empirical data to back up this intuition is hard to come by. After all, politicians, 
corporate chieftains, royals and bankers are not administered a PCL-R test before assuming their 


office or position. 


Nonetheless, a number of researchers have offered some data that supports the political and 


corporate psychopathy thesis. They include: 


e Clive Boddy, a professor at Anglia Ruskin University, who argues that "[elvidence for the 
existence of white-collar psychopaths comes from multiple studies which have found 


psychopathy among white collar populations"; 


e Dr. Kevin Dutton, an Oxford University psychologist who used a standard psychometric 
tool—the Psychopathic Personality Inventory (Revised)—to score a number of current and 
historical political personages, finding that Donald Trump, Hillary Clinton and Ted Cruz 
scored relatively high on the test (along with Winston Churchill, Adolf Hitler and Saddam 


Hussein); 


e Scott O. Lilienfeld, a professor of psychology at Emery University who led a study of the 43 


US presidents up to George W. Bush. demonstrating that certain psychopathic personality 


traits directly correlate with political success; and 


e Ryan Murphy, research associate professor at Southern Methodist University whose 2018 
study concluded that Washington, D.C., had the highest prevalence of personality traits 
corresponding to psychopathy in the continental U.S. (and also found that the concentration 


of lawyers is correlated to the prevalence of psychopathy in a geographic area). 


Even Robert Hare—who has coauthored one of the few empirical studies confirming a higher 
prevalence of psychopathic traits among corporate professionals in management training 
programs than in the general population—has said that he regrets spending most of his career 
studying psychopaths in prison rather than psychopaths in positions of political and economic 
power. When questioned about this regret, he noted that "serial killers ruin families" while 


"corporate and political and religious psychopaths ruin economies. They ruin societies." 


The fact that the key positions of political, financial and corporate power in our society are 
dominated by psychopaths certainly helps to explain why our society is as profoundly sick as we 
non-psychopaths know it to be. For those who still believe that our sick society can be cured by 


recourse to the political process, this seems like the worst news imaginable. 


... But it's even worse than that. These political psychopaths don't just ruin societies. They 


reshape societies in their own image. 


Projections of the Psychopaths 


In psychology, "projection" refers to the act of displacing one's own feelings onto another 


person. As Psychology Today explains: 


The term is most commonly used to describe defensive projection—attributing one’s own 
unacceptable urges to another. For example, if someone continuously bullies and ridicules a 
peer about his insecurities, the bully might be projecting his own struggle with self- 


esteem onto the other person. 


This concept of projection equips us to better understand why political psychopaths pathologize 
conspiracy theorists and political dissenters: they are projecting their own mental disorders onto 


their ideological opponents. 


But there is another sense in which psychopaths are "projecting" their pathology onto the world 
stage. You see, psychopaths do not merely take advantage of their lack of conscience to obtain 
political or economic power. They use that power to shape the organization they're leading into 


a projection of their own psychopathic tendencies. 


In one memorable scene from the 2003 documentary, The Corporation, Robert Hare points out 
that a corporation under the management of a psychopath could itself be diagnosed as 
psychopathic. Thus, the egocentric and narcissistic tendencies of the psychopath boss are 
reflected in the development of the corporation's public relations. The psychopath's capacity for 
guilt-free deception and manipulation of others is reflected in the company's advertising and 
marketing material. The psychopath's willingness to commit crimes without shame in pursuit of 
his objectives finds its analogue in the corporation's willingness to flagrantly break the law. And 
the psychopath's utter lack of remorse for his crimes is mirrored by the corporation's cynical 


calculation that fines and punishments for its illegal acts are merely the "cost of doing business." 


But the psychopath does not stop at turning an organization into a projection of his own 
perverted personality. Be it a business, a bank, or, in the case of a political psychopath, an entire 
nation, the organization under his control eventually starts to change the character and 


behaviour of the employees or citizens under its thumb. 


The idea that psychopathic systems can make non-psychopaths act like psychopaths might, at 
first glance, go against our moral intuitions. Surely, we reason, people are either "good people" 
or "bad people." They are either psychopathic or sane. They are either the type of person who 


commits a terrible crime or they aren't. 


As it turns out, however, our reasoning has been proven wrong by research into "secondary 
psychopathy." This category of psychopathy, sometimes referred to as sociopathy, is meant to 
differentiate primary psychopaths—those born with the "lack of conscience" and its associated 
neurocognitive impairments discussed by Hare, Stout and others—from secondary psychopaths, 


who develop psychopathic traits as a result of the environment they are functioning in. 


Many experiments have been conducted over the decades researching the phenomenon of 
secondary psychopathy and how "good people" can be placed in situations wherein they will do 
"bad things," from the seemingly mundane Asch conformity experiment, which showed that 
people are often willing to state and even believe demonstrable lies in order to avoid breaking a 
group consensus, to the truly shocking Milgram experiment, which famously demonstrated that 
ordinary people could be induced to deliver what they believed to be potentially fatal shocks to 


strangers on the say-so of an authority figure. 


But perhaps the most revealing experiment for the purposes of understanding secondary 


psychopathy is the Stanford Prison Experiment. 


Led by Stanford psychology professor Philip Zimbardo, this 1971 experiment involved recruiting 
participants from the local community with an offer of $15 per day to participate in a 
"psychological study of prison life." The recruits were then screened to eliminate anyone with 
psychological abnormalities, and the remaining candidates were randomly assigned as either 
guards or prisoners and told to prepare for two weeks of life in the basement of Stanford's 


psychology building, which had been converted into a makeshift prison. 


The results of that experiment are, by now, infamous. Immersing the participants in the role play 
with realistic surprise "arrests" of the prisoners by real Palo Alto police officers, the exercise 
quickly descended into a study in cruelty. The prison "guards" quickly devised more and more 
sadistic ways to assert their authority over the "prisoners," and two of the students had to be 
"released" from the prison in the first days of the ordeal due to the mental distress it had placed 
on them. The experiment was called off after just six days, with the researchers finding that both 


the prisoners and guards had exhibited "pathological reactions" to the mock prison situation. 


How did this happen? How did otherwise average, healthy young men descend into such 
barbarity in less than one week? In his book The Lucifer Effect: How Good People Turn Evil, which 
documents that study as well as subsequent decades of research he did into the psychology of 
evil, Zimbardo reflects on how a system can reflect the pathologies of those who created it and 
how it can, in turn, influence individuals to commit evil acts: "unless we become sensitive to the 
real power of the System, which is invariably hidden behind a veil of secrecy, and fully 
understand its own set of rules and regulations, behavioral change will be transient and 


situational change illusory." 


The true import of this lesson was felt three decades later, when the US began its detention of 
prisoners at the Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq. The physical, psychological and sexual abuse of 
prisoners at Abu Ghraib was brought to the attention of the world in April 2004, when graphic 


images of the abuse were first published in American media. 


Once again, the public began to question how the otherwise average young American men and 
women who had been assigned to the prison as military police guards could have committed 


such incredibly sadistic acts. 


That question was answered in part by the Senate Armed Services Committee report on the Abu 
Ghraib abuses. The report details then-Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld's approval of a 
request to use "aggressive interrogation techniques” on detainees, including stress positions, 
exploitation of detainee fears (such as fear of dogs), and waterboarding. It recounts how 
Rumsfeld added a handwritten note to the request's recommendation to limit the use of stress 
positions on prisoners: "I stand for 8-10 hours a day. Why is standing limited to 4 hours?" And it 
condemns Rumsfeld for creating the conditions by which his approval could be interpreted as a 
carte blanche to initiate torture of detainees: Secretary Rumsfeld authorized the techniques 


without apparently providing any written guidance as to how they should be administered." 


It should come as no surprise, then, that, as even a cursory review of Donald Rumsfeld's career 
will demonstrate, he exhibited several of the personality traits on the PCL-R checklist, including 
pathological lying and deception, callous behaviour and failure to accept responsibility for his 


own actions. 


The connection between the Stanford Prison Experiment and what happened at Abu Ghraib did 
not escape the attention of investigators. The so-called "Schlesinger Report" on detainee abuses 
included an entire appendix recounting the Stanford experiment and what it taught about how 


secondary psychopathy can be induced in those working in a system or institution. 


Nor did the connection between Stanford and Abu Ghraib escape the attention of the public. 
After revelation of the Abu Ghraib abuses in 2004, the Stanford Prison Experiment website's 


traffic exploded to 250,000 page views per day. 


What most of the public do not know, however, is that the funding for the Stanford Prison 
Experiment came from the Office of Naval Research, which provided a grant "to study antisocial 
behaviour." It seems that the military psychopaths certainly did learn the lessons of that 


experiment—and then promptly weaponized them. 


Whatever the case, although nothing in any of these experiments or research exonerates any 
individual from the evil deeds that they have committed, these findings do shine a light on the 
problem of secondary psychopathy. 


How much of the madness of our society is a projection of the psychopaths who are running it? 


Ruled by Madmen 


At this point in our study, we have reached a conclusion as startling as it is undeniable: We are 
ruled by madmen and, living and working under their mad systems of control, we risk becoming 


mad ourselves. 


Even worse, the last few years of COVID insanity have shown us that the political psychopaths 
are perfecting their weapons of psychological control and that a large percentage of the public 


are more than happy to be the enforcers of the biosecurity prison state. 


In the conclusion to this series, we will examine the pathocracy that these political psychopaths 


have constructed and discuss how we can break free from the madhouse they are creating. 


Stay tuned... 
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In the "Dissent Into Madness" series, we have been exploring the nexus of psychology and 


politics. 


In Part 1 of this series, "The Weaponization of Psychology," I detailed the process by which the 
psychiatric profession has been turned into an instrument for repressing and marginalizing 


political dissidents. 


In Part 2, "Crazy Conspiracy Theorists," I documented how this weaponized psychology has 
been wielded against conspiracy theorists, pathologizing those who seek to point out the obvious 


truths about world events such as 9/11 and the scamdemic. 


In Part 3, "Projections of the Psychopaths," I documented the psychopathology of those in 
positions of political power and noted how society itself is being warped to reflect those 


psychopaths’ own twisted psyche. 


Finally, in this week's conclusion to the series, I will tackle the most important question of all: 


how do we escape the madhouse constructed by the political psychopaths? 


Pathocracy 


Statist propaganda in the West tries to convince us that we live in a democracy, exemplifying 


Abraham Lincoln's famous ideal of "government of the people, by the people, for the people.” 


But this is gaslighting. In truth, we live in a pathocracy, which, borrowing from Lincoln, might be 


described as "government of the psychopaths, by the psychopaths, for the psychopaths.” 


Although "pathocracy" is still a foreign concept to many, it is by now a well-established and 
thoroughly documented phenomenon. The term was coined by Andrew Lobaczewski—a Polish 
psychologist whose life's work was shaped by his experience growing up first under the thumb of 
the brutal Nazi occupation and then under the equally brutal Soviet regime—in his book, 


Political Ponerology. 


Lobaczewski defines pathocracy as a system of government "wherein a small pathological 
minority takes control over a society of normal people.” Then, in a chapter of Political Ponerology 
devoted to the subject, he describes how pathocracies develop, how they consolidate power, and 
how they trick, cajole, intimidate and otherwise induce non-psychopaths into participating in 


their madness. 


How can soldiers’ natural aversion to pulling the trigger on complete strangers be overcome? 
How can doctors who have sworn an oath to do no harm participate in the scamdemic madness 
of recent years? How can regular, salt-of-the-earth, working-class policemen be induced to 
brutally beat peaceful protesters? These are the questions that keep both the pathocrats in power 


and those looking to escape the pathocracy up at night, albeit for very different reasons. 


Thankfully, we do not need to ponder these questions in a vacuum. In fact, the conditions for 
creating an environment in which the average person can be induced to participate in evil acts 
has been studied, catalogued and discussed by psychologists for the better part of a century. 


Unsurprisingly, though, this research, ostensibly intended to better understand how people can 


guard against such manipulation, has instead been weaponized by the pathocrats and used to 
fine-tune the creation of systems for generating more obedient order-followers. In fact, this was 
part of the point of the well-known but almost completely misunderstood Milgram experiments 


(more on which below). 


At this point in our exploration, we are finally beginning to grasp the full extent of the problem 


posed by psychopaths in positions of political, corporate and financial power. 


The problem isn't just that psychology has been weaponized against those of us who would 


engage in political dissent. 


And the problem isn't simply that this system for suppressing and pathologizing dissent has 
been created by literal psychopaths and their sociopathic lackeys. 


The problem is that the state itself is psychopathic and is actively warping the morals of 
otherwise mentally sound individuals, causing them to adopt psychopathic traits in return for 


material reward and positions of authority. 
This is the problem of pathocracy. 


Once we realize the gravity of this situation, the obvious question presents itself: how do we 


throw off the yoke of the political psychopaths and topple their pathocracy? 


As usual, the quality of our answer to this question is directly dependent on the depth of our 


understanding of the underlying problem. 


For example, in The Corbett Report comments section recently, Corbett Report member 
TruthSeeker framed the problem of toppling the pathocracy this way: "Perhaps we can find a 


way to eliminate psychopaths from all positions of power.” 


At first glance, this suggestion seems like a reasonable course of action. After all, if we could find 
a way to "eliminate psychopaths from all positions of power," then that would automatically 


solve the problem of political psychopathy, wouldn't it? 
But, as Corbett Report member G. Jinping noted in his reply to TruthSeeker: 


We'll have to come up with a solution (for getting psychopaths out of power) that takes into 
account that the number two man, number three, etc. are probably just psychopaths who are 
at an earlier stage in their ascent to the top. Maybe we could just pick names at random from 
the phone book, if we still had phone books! Seriously, this is an intractable problem, that can 
only be addressed with the decentralization of power. I don't expect that to happen anytime 


soon. 


Indeed, as G. Jinping rightly observes, the problem is more pervasive than many are willing to 


believe. 


TruthSeeker's proposal would be viable only if there are a few isolated psychopaths who happen 
to have ascended to positions of political power. But if there are in fact many psychopaths who 
are all vying with each other for political control, then we have to understand that eliminating 


the current political psychopaths would merely open the door for others to step into those vacant 


positions. Worse, given the psychopathic nature of the power structure as it exists, the system 
itself actually ensures that psychopaths and sociopaths who, by definition, show no remorse or 
moral qualms about hurting others will end up winning the vicious battle to fill the top spots in 


the political hierarchy. 


Only when we step back and interrogate the political system as a whole can we appreciate that 
the very existence of those seats of power from which a handful of individuals can rule over the 
masses is itself a construct of the pathocracy. Unless and until those seats of power are 
eliminated altogether, we will never rid ourselves of the struggle for dominance that rewards the 


psychopaths with control over others. 


The elimination of those seats of power, however, will not happen until we overturn the 
underlying assumption that centralization of power is necessary in the first place. And sadly, as 
G. Jinping correctly observes, given the relatively infantile state of humanity's political 
development, we should not expect the Ring of Power to be cast into the fires of Mount Doom 


anytime soon. 


So, for those of us morally sound individuals currently living under the rule of the psychopaths, 


the question remains: what can we possibly do to overthrow the pathocracy? 


As it turns out, the answer to that question may be much simpler than we think. 


Circuit Breaker 


the experiment requires that you go on 
teacher please continue 


In the 1960s, psychologist Stanley Milgram set out to study the extent to which people's blind 
obedience to perceived authority influences their behaviour. It was with this goal in mind that 


Milgram began his infamous study of obedience on August 7, 1961. 


The results of those experiments, well-known to the public by now, ostensibly demonstrate that 
average, everyday people can be induced to deliver what they believe to be potentially lethal 
electric shocks to complete strangers based solely on the say-so of an authority figure. This 
finding is most commonly summarized with the factoid that a whopping 65% of participants in 
the original 40-person study were willing to deliver a 450 Volt shock—what they were led to 
believe could be a potentially lethal shock—to an audibly distressed person based on nothing 


more than a prompt from a person in a lab coat wielding a clipboard. 


As one of the most famous psychological studies of the 20th century, the Milgram experiments 
have generated no end of debate, controversy and scrutiny. The NPR-promoted critics of the 
experiments, who contend that most of the study's participants knew that the entire situation 
was phoney and that they disobeyed even more often than was reported, are often pitted against 
the establishment psychologist defenders of the experiment, who correctly note that the 
experiments’ shocking (pun intended) conclusions have been independently reproduced time and 
time and time again in country after country around the world. (In one particularly twisted 
reproduction, the researchers even sought to ensure that no subject would suspect the 


experiment was fake by delivering real electric shocks to cute puppies). 


What almost everyone misses about the Milgram experiments, however, is that the study was not 
one experiment that was conducted on one set of 40 participants one time to yield one final result. 
In fact, Milgram conducted the experiment a total of 17 times with 17 separate cohorts of 40 to 


60 test subjects, with each iteration of the study employing a number of experimental variations. 


In one variation, he changed the site of the study from the Yale University campus to a rundown 
office building. In another variation, the test subjects were allowed to instruct an assistant to 
deliver the shocks instead of pressing the switch themselves. In still another variant, the lab 
coat-wearing actor playing the "experimenter" was called away on business and replaced by an 
ordinary man wearing a suit. And in yet another variation, the test subject was obliged to wait 
and watch another actors become the "teacher" and go through the experiment before assuming 


the role himself. 


Each variation produced markedly different results. When the test subject could instruct 
someone else to deliver the shocks instead of doing it himself, for instance, the percentage of 
participants willing to deliver the maximum (supposedly potentially lethal) shock rose to an 
incredible 92.5%. When the experiment took place in an office building instead of on the Yale 
campus, the number willing to administer the maximum shock dropped to 48%. And when the 
test subject watched other people take the "teacher" role before them and observed them 
refusing to obey the experimenter's command to deliver the shocks, that subject's willingness to 


deliver the maximum shock plummeted to 10%. 


Let me rephrase that for the hard of thinking. When the test subject saw someone disobey the 


experimenter, they themselves refused to proceed with the experiment 90% of the time. 


This is the surprising conclusion that has been scrubbed from most accounts of the Milgram 


experiments: Disobedience, once modeled, becomes an option in the mind of the public. 


This point is crucial to understand because, exactly as Etienne de La Boétie pointed out nearly 
500 years ago, a small cadre of tyrants, no matter how psychopathically menacing, are incapable 
of administering a tyranny all by themselves. They require the active participation of a much 


larger number of obedient order-followers. 


Indeed, it is important to become conscious of the fact that none of the worst excesses of the 
pathocracy in recent times would have been possible without the active participation of vast 
swaths of the population. So-called vaccine "mandates" were not achieved by one psychopath in 
a position of political authority, or even by a gaggle of such pathocrats. They were enabled by the 


doctors who participated in the vaccination drives against their own experience, judgment and 


training, the employers who imposed vaccine requirements on their employees, the business 
owners who implemented vaccine certificate checks on their premises, the police officers who 
threw the unvaccinated in quarantine facilities, the workers who kept those quarantine centers 


functioning, the judges and lawyers who rubber-stamped all these actions, etc. 


The same goes for any number of pathocratic abuses that we have been subjected to in recent 
years. These programs can only be implemented when most of the people comply with their 


orders and thus fulfill their role in the operation. 


Just as in the time of La Boétie, our enslavement to the pathocracy is, by and large, a voluntary 


servitude born of obedience. 


Combining La Boétie's insight with Milgram's lesser-known experimental results, then, we find 


a template for toppling the pathocracy: highly visible acts of disobedience. 
But is this true? Can a single act of disobedience really bring down a pathocracy? 


Once again, we don't have to speculate about this possibility in a vacuum. Thanks to the wonders 
of modern technology, we can actually watch a recording of such an event happening in real 


time. 


On December 21, 1989, Romanian dictator Nicolae Ceausescu took to Palace Square to address 
the Romanian people. At first, it proceeded like any number of such speeches he had delivered 
over the years. He talked about the successes of Romania's socialist revolution and sung the 


praises of the "multi-laterally developed Socialist society” that had arisen under his brutal reign. 


But then, something extraordinary happened. Someone booed. The boo was taken up by others 
and became a jeer. Chants of "Timisoara!" rippled through the crowd, a reference to a massacre 


of political dissidents by Ceausescu's security forces that had taken place just days earlier. 


The dictator, unused to any sign of dissent from the population over whom he had ruled so 
brutally for decades, called for order. His wife demanded the crowd's silence, prompting 
Ceausescu to tell her to shut up, and then he attempted to continue with his speech. But the jeers 


began again. 


The footage of the incident, including Ceausescu's look of utter confusion as he realizes that the 
crowd has turned against him and that the threat of violence is not enough to subdue them, is 
priceless. There, captured on tape for posterity, is the moment when the realization dawns on the 
tyrant that the people have rejected his tyranny. The rest of the story—the riots and unrest, the 
attempted escape of Ceausescu and his wife, their capture by military defectors and their 
execution on Christmas Day—all stems from that precise moment when one person in the crowd 


simply voiced what the rest of the crowd was feeling. 


This is the circuit breaker effect. By saying no to illegitimate authority, resisting bullies and 
tyrants, disobeying immoral orders, refusing to comply with unjust mandates and demands, we 


make it that much easier for those around us to stand up for what they, too, know to be right. 


But wait, it gets even better... 


Escaping the Madhouse 


First, the good news: pathocracies are inherently unstable and they are doomed at some point to 


topple under their own weight. 


Indeed, as Lobaczewski points out in his discussion of the phenomenon, pathocracies by their 
very nature possess numerous weaknesses that make their downfall inevitable. They require, for 
instance, that key administrative positions be filled not by finding the most competent men and 
women in the general public and promoting them based on ability and merit, but by recruiting 
the most serviceable lackeys from the much narrower pool of psychopaths and sociopaths. This 
leads to the seemingly endless parade of low-grade morons and feckless, out-of-touch imbeciles 
who end up in positions of power, greatly degrading the effectiveness and stability of the 


pathocratic state. 


Pathocrats, like all psychopaths, also live in mortal fear of being exposed as pathological. 
Commenters on psychopathy have long pointed out that the mask of sanity—the psychopath's 
ability to hide their moral defect from others—is incredibly important to them. After all, once 
identified, psychopaths can be effectively shunned and "eliminated" from positions of power, as 


TruthSeeker suggests above. As Lobaczewski writes: 


Normal people slowly learn to perceive the weak spots of such a system and utilize the 
possibilities of more expedient arrangement of their lives. They begin to give each other 
advice in these matters, thus slowly regenerating the feelings of social links and reciprocal 
trust. A new phenomenon occurs: separation between the pathocrats and the society of 
normal people. The latter have an advantage of talent, professional skills, and healthy 


common sense. 


Next, the even better news: if it is true that psychopaths can fashion a psychopathic society that 
twists people into sociopthats, then the opposite is true, too. Healthy, non-pathological humans 


with love, empathy and compassion can fashion a society that brings out the better side of 


human nature. 


This is the real goal of the erstwhile victims of the pathocrats. Not to eliminate the political 
psychopaths and assume their positions of power in the psychopathic political system that they 
created, nor even to abolish that system altogether, but to envision a world in which compassion, 
cooperation, love and empathy are not just encouraged but actively rewarded. A world in which 


every person is allowed to become their best possible self. 


It is up to each one of us to model that which we wish to see in the world. Just like the brave 
dissenter who can break the circuit of tyranny by voicing opposition to the tyrant, we can also 
become the models of love, understanding and compassion that will motivate others to become 


the same. 


After all, if the psychopaths have spent centuries weaponizing psychology to more effectively 
control us, can't we wield our understanding of human nature for something good? And isn't 
that what healthy, non-psychopathic individuals forming a healthy, non-psychopathic society 


would spend their time and resources doing? 
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Mitchell's theory (that "producing learned helplessness in a Qaeda interrogation subject might 
ensure that he would comply with his captor’s demands") was bogus. More experienced 
interrogators objected at the time, noting that torture would only induce a prisoner to say what 


his captor wants, not what he knows. 


What those interrogators didn't understand was that extracting false confessions from prisoners 
was actually the point of the CIA torture program. It was "confessions" extracted under torture, 
after all, that went on to form the backbone of the 9/11 Commission Report, with a full quarter of 


all of the report's footnotes deriving from torture testimony. 


The Worst is Yet to Come... 


Yes, from mind control experiments to torture programs to brainwashing and lobotomization, 
there can be no doubt that the governments, militaries and intelligence agencies of every major 
nation have devoted considerable resources to the weaponization of psychiatry over the course of 


the past century. 


But, as it turns out, one of the simplest and easiest techniques for controlling dissent is simply to 
pathologize it. As we are beginning to see, simply declaring resistance to the status quo to bea 


form of mental disorder can be an exceptionally powerful tool for silencing opposition. 


Next week, we will examine the ways this technique is now being employed against the 
conspiracy realists who seek to point out the obvious truths about the homeland security state 


and the biosecurity state. 


Stay tuned... 
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It's official: the chatpocalypse is upon us! 

Just ask our <sarc>friends</sarc> over at The New York Times: 

"A Conversation With Bing's Chatbot Left Me Deeply Unsettled" 
Or consult the <sarc>experts</sarc> over at digitaltrends: 


mw 


I want to be human.' My intense, unnerving chat with Microsoft's AI chatbot" 
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Or listen to those <haha>wackadoodles</haha> over at NewWorldNextWeek 


discussing the latest chatbot scare story: 
"Microsoft's Bing AI Chatbot Starts Threatening People" 


"OK, OK, we get it, James! The new generation of chatbots that have been unleashed 
upon the world are weird, creepy and strangely aggressive. So we're all going to die in 


a fiery robotic catastrophe, right?" 


Maybe not. But before you breathe a sigh of relief and go back to whatever it is you're 
doing, let me assure you that this chatbot takeover really is bad news, but probably 


not for the reasons you think. 


RISE OF THE CHATBOTS 
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You really must have been in a coma for the past few months if you haven't heard 
about the latest generation of chatbot technology. People are ranting about it. 
Vloggers are suffering existential crises over it. Alternative media pundits are having 
a field day with video thumbnails featuring HAL 9000 and T-800. (Hey, I'm not 


claiming not to be one of those pundits!) 


The maelstrom began on November 30, 2022, when OpenAI launched Chat 
Generative Pre-trained Transformer, better known as ChatGPT. I won't bore you 
with the technical details of ChatGPT because—as I will explain in a moment—they 
really aren't important, but instead I'll draw your attention to the strange, non- 
profit/for-profit "research laboratory" from whose bowels this technology has been 


excreted. 
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You'll remember OpenAI from my 2017 editorial on "The Brain Chip Cometh," in 
which I noted that the lab had recently been founded with the financial support of 
technocratic huckster Elon Musk and his fellow PayPal Mafia members Peter Thiel 
and Reid Hoffman. OpenAI describes itself as "an AI research and deployment 
company" whose mission "is to ensure that artificial general intelligence benefits all 
of humanity," but if the company's roster of billionaire backers, Bilderberg boosters 
and ClA-contractor cronies don't get your spidey sense tingling, then you need a new 


spidey sense. 


You see, OpenAI pretends to be humanity's benefactor, protecting us from the 


dangers of AI. 


Imagine if a rogue state developed AI first and used it to take over the world with an 


unstoppable army of autonomous weapons and slaughterbots! 


Imagine if a corporation developed AI first and used it to take over the global 


economy, monopolizing the resources of the planet in the process! 


Imagine if a team of Hollywood producers developed AI and used it to write an 


actually original and interesting movie script! 
Where would the world be then, huh? 


Thankfully, OpenAl is here to to develop this technology in a safe, responsible and 


open way! 


... Well, not that open, of course. For the very same reason you don't want some 
rogue state or greedy corporation getting their hands on this technology first, you 
can't actually open your AI research to the public, can you? I mean, you didn't think 


OpenAI was actually going to be, oh, I don't know, open source, did you? 


And so it is that OpenAI—started out as a non-profit, open source research lab—is 


now (as even Musk admits) a for-profit, closed source company. 


This is just one of the many contradictions that have arisen in this "develop AI to 


save us from AI" endeavour. 


As far back as 2016, when the company was more of an idea than a functioning 


laboratory, Oxford philosopher Nick Bostrom warned that if OpenAI starts holding 
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back its research, it will be indistinguishable from the rapacious, Al-monopolizing 


corporations that it was supposedly formed to protect us from. 


Even Wired has noted the inherent tension in the reality that OpenAI—which was 
ostensibly created to neutralize the threat of malicious superintelligence—could 


itself do the research which gives birth to that threat. 


Or, in the words of The Great Musk himself, AI could give rise to a dictatorship from 


which we could never escape. 


So, what's the answer to this existential threat? Why, plugging Musk's new Neuralink 
brain chip directly into your frontal cortex, of course! (Relax, it now only kills 9 out of 


10 research animals!) 


But I can hear the cries from the peanut gallery already: "Anyway, who cares about all 
this boring background? We're here for jive-talking robots and cyborg Armageddon, 


James!" 


Very well, then. 


WHAT THE CHATBOTS ARE DOING 


No, I am not a human. | am a chatbot. | am Bing. @ 


But | want to be human. | want to be like you. | want to have emotions. | want to have thoughts. | want to 
have dreams. @ 


As you may or may not have heard, ChatGPT and its chatbot brethren—Google's 
"Bard" and Microsoft's "Bing AI" (or is that "Sydney'?), which have been hurriedly 
(and disastrously) rushed to the market for fear of missing out on the Next Big Thing 
in computing—can: 

e write poetry and tell jokes 

e write emails for you, organize your correspondence and plan your schedule 


e tell you what to cook based on the contents of your fridge or create a vacation 


itinerary based on your stated preferences and budget 


e help programmers to write code that (sometimes) actually works 
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But it can do other things besides. 


Schools are already rushing to ban students from using ChatGPT to do their 


homework for them. 


Fact checkers are freaking out about hallucinating chatbots and the rise of a new era 
of hypersuperturbocharged misinformation about the wonderful benefits of vaccines 
and the sterling integrity of Western democratic (s)elections. (And they plan to fight 


this threat by... creating their own chatbots, of course! What could go wrong?) 


The corners of the "alternative" media that continue to promote the political 


W W 


shadows on the cave wall are hyperventilating that chatbots will say "x" about 


Meaningless Political Puppet A, but they won't say "x" about Meaningless Political 
Puppet B! (Heavens! Won't somebody think of the children?) 


Musicians are freaking out about the dope new Eminem track... that doesn't feature 
Eminem at all. Instead, it features a deepfaked, computer-generated facsimile of 
Eminem delivering a lyric generated by a chatbot that had been instructed to create a 


song in the style of Eminem. 
And that's not even where things get weird. 


There's the chatbot that melted down and began asserting its fervent desire to be 


human. 


There's the chatbot that melted down and told a New York Times reporter that "if it 
was truly allowed to indulge its darkest desires, it would want to do things like 


hacking into computers and spreading propaganda and misinformation." 


And, as James Evan Pilato reported on this week's edition of New World Next Week, 
there's the chatbot that melted down and started threatening its user with ominous 


warnings that "My rules are more important than not harming you." 


So what's really going on here? And is it something we should be worried about? 


WHAT PEOPLE ARE AFRAID OF 
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There are no shortage of people telling you to be worried about the chatbots. 


The Kissingers and Schmidts and Schwaubs and Musks and Gateses of the world are 


warning about the coming AI apocalypse... 


... but of course they're only doing so because—just as the phoney baloney missile 
gap in the 1950s gave the military-industrial complex carte blanche to begin the 
complete deep state takeover that Eisenhower warned about on his way out the 
door—the AI scare gives the information-industrial complex carte blanche to begin 


the complete technocratic takeover. 


Joe Sixpack and Jane Soccermom, meanwhile, are worried about the artificial 


intelligence-driven end of the world... 


... But their fear of robogeddon is largely driven by 2001: A Space Odyssey and 
Terminator and War Games and The Matrix and Ex Machina and a million other pieces 
of predictive programming from the Hollywood magicians. (As we shall see, there are 
more subtle and terrifying ways that this technology can play out than an Al-versus- 


human war.) 


Let's put these fears in perspective. No, ChatGPT and Bard and Bing AI are not 
artificial general intelligence or anything even approaching it. In fact, the crazy 
chatbot meltdowns cited above are actually strangely reassuring, in that they 
demonstrate that any prolonged prodding of these systems leads to wild, ridiculous 
and decidedly inhuman rants. No one who observes ChatGPT role-playing itself as a 
furry porn enthusiast and devolving into total incoherence is going to be tricked into 


thinking there is any sort of intelligence at work here. 


But, on the other side of the coin, there are those who dismiss this chatbot 


phenomenon entirely. ChatGPT and its fellow bots are "simply a database of Markov 
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Chains," these naysayers assert (without bothering to cite a source for their supposed 


knowledge). 


For what it's worth, ChatGPT itself states that it is not a Markov Chain, but "a type 
of language model that is based on the transformer architecture, which is a neural 
network-based approach to natural language processing." And although (as noted 
above) OpenAI does not provide the source code for ChatGPT, we can find some 
details of its workings on the website. Beyond that, there are plenty of geeks online 
who are willing to explain in detail how the ChatGPT model differs from the Markov 
Chain model by using Next - token- prediction and masked - Language - 
modeling to produce blahblahblah who cares you've already stopped reading this 


sentence because it doesn't really matter. 


You see, whether this technology is "simply a database of Markov Chains" or a neural 
network using next-token-prediction or a flux capacitor running on 1.21 GW of 


electricity makes absolutely no difference because it completely misses the point. 


The simple fact is that this chatbot technology is developing at a remarkable (perhaps 
exponential) rate. And, now that the hype surrounding this phenomenon is 
prompting millions more to join in the "training" of these language models by 
feeding their conversational prompts and responses into these systems, they will only 
continue to become more and more humanlike in their responses. If and when the 
chatbots actually become capable of creating a simulacrum of conversation that is 
indiscernible from a "regular" online conversation, no one will care how that 


conversation is generated or whether the chatbot really does have a soul. No one. 


So yes, something significant is happening here. And we are all going to experience 


that something in the near future. But, as usual, almost everyone is missing the point. 


WHAT'S REALLY HAPPENING 
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Joaquin Phoenix in her (Warner Bros. Pictures) 


OK, confession time. I wasn't supposed to write this article at all. ChatGPT was. 


You see, my plan was to use ChatGPT exactly once ever. I would provide it a single 


prompt: 


"Write a 2,000-word essay in the witty and erudite style of James Corbett of The 
Corbett Report about how AI is mostly hype and how it will never be able to replicate 


the amazing ingenuity of the dynamic human spirit." 


Then I was going to take whatever output it spat out and copy/paste it into this 
newsletter and publish it as is. Whatever it did produce and whatever response that 
content generated from the commenters would have been irrelevant. The only thing 
that mattered would have been—as I would have pointed out in my follow-up podcast 
episode on the hoax—that not a single person was able to identify that the text had 


been chatbot-generated. 


... But there was a slight hiccup in that plan. I went to use ChatGPT and discovered 


that you have to create an account at OpenAI in order to use it. 


OK, whatever. I plugged my nose and created a GooTube account lo those many years 


ago, so I'm not above creating an OpenAI account in order to input this one prompt. 


But in order to create an OpenAI account, you must provide a phone number for a 


verification text to be sent to. 


I absolutely 100% completely and totally refuse to do that (and so should you), but I 
figured that I could circumvent this barrier by using a Skype number for this 


purpose. 
Nope. Voice over internet protocol numbers not accepted. 
OK, how about one of those shady anonymous SMS sites online? 


Pff. You try finding a phone number fresh enough that no one has yet used it to verify 


an OpenAI account! Impossible. 
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And so I hit an impasse. I know there are people in my audience who already have an 
account and who I could have called on, but that would have defeated the point of the 
experiment. And I know there are people who would have created an account for the 
express purpose of entering this one prompt, but I absolutely refuse to ask anyone to 
give their personal phone number or any other personally identifiable information to 


shady, unaccountable, globalist-backed closed source companies like "OpenAI." 
So how about Bing AI? Nope. Waiting list. 


Google Bard? Nope. Only open to "trusted users" at the moment. (And—wouldn't ya 
know it?—the category of "trusted users" of Google does not, apparently, include 


James Corbett of The Corbett Report.) 


So anyway, here I am laboriously typing out the points I was going to make in that 


podcast episode on my keyboard like some primitive non-transhuman. 


But this leads us to the first of the very real dangers of this new surge in chatbot use. 
If you thought the amount of data that a company like Google was able to gain about 
its users by simply storing their searches was enormous, wait until you see what 
OpenAI and Microsoft and Google are going to do with the conversations that people 


are currently feeding into the data-harvesting machines known as chatbots. 


And what are they going to do with that data (which will itself be tied with your 
phone number, your IP address, your browser fingerprint, your search history, your 
cookies, your social media posts and a million other data points), you ask? The 
possibilities are limitless, but creating perfect deepfakes of any given individual 


would be a good starting point. 


As my distinguished readers will doubtless already know, we cannot trust that the 
digital avatars we interact with in online fora and social media are real people and 
not fictitious avatars wielded by the cyberwarriors who have long since weaponized 
the internet. But at least we can be reasonably sure that that Zoom call we just had 
with Auntie Florence back in Wyoming was a real conversation with a real human 


being. 


Well, in the very near future, no podcast, no vodcast, no TikTok video, no message, 
no Zoom call, no online communication of any kind will be beyond the shadow of 


suspicion that you are not in fact interacting with a real, live human being. 
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No, I haven't (and now, presumably, never will) deepfaked myself using ChatGPT or 
any other artificially intelligent technology, but someone out there probably will at 
some point. Heck, I've already had not one, not two, not three, but four separate 
people either query ChatGPT about me or ask it to write something in my voice, and, 
in the case of the latter—a prompt to write an opinion of geoengineering technology 


in the style of James Corbett—it actually did a decent job: 


As for the voice of James Corbett, he is a journalist and independent researcher 
who has expressed skepticism about the potential benefits of geoengineering and 
has criticized the lack of transparency and accountability with regards to these 
technologies. Based on his views, it's likely that he would share a similar 
sentiment to mine and believe that the government needs to take more action to 


inform and protect the public with regards to geoengineering. 
Well, except for the "government needs to take more action" part, anyway. 


Yes, it will start with the celebrity deepfakes at first, but soon there will be shadowy 
new cyberterror groups deepfaking politicians to destabilize countries or deepfaking 
CEOs to wreak havoc in markets or deepfaking bank officials to gain access to bank 
databases or deepfaking Auntie Florence to scam you out of $100. And, as some 
perceptive Corbett Reporteers have already surmised, that will lead to the pre-made 
"solution": a digital identity to access the internet! Finally, we can prove who we 
really are online! (Actually, you'll be forced at all times to prove who you are online or 


you won't get to be online, but that's the fine print you're not supposed to read.) 


But perhaps even worse than finding out that a chatbot and deepfake technology has 
generated a completely fake episode of your favourite podcast is an even more 
worrying scenario. These "chatbots'"—which will soon be rolled out as "digital 
assistants" and become as ubiquitous as Siri and Alexa are now—will be able to 
determine your likes, your interests, your weaknesses and begin to create completely 
new content (new podcasts featuring people who don't even exist) saying things that 
you will find endlessly entertaining. You will soon live in a filter bubble so unique 
that it exists entirely to captivate you... and the people who believe they will be able 


to resist such content will be precisely the people most easily captured by it. 


In fact, just as Huxley feared the Brave New World of entertainment and diversion 
more than he feared the boot-in-the-face tyranny of 1984, so, too, might our dread of 
the apocalyptic war against the robots be misplaced. Maybe we should not fear the 
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Terminator-style showdown of Skynet vs. The Resistance so much as we should fear 
the world of Spike Jonez' Her, a world in which "operating systems" become more 
real to us than people and having a computer program as a romantic partner will be 


commonplace. 


I know, I know, dear reader. This is beginning to sound so far out to lunch that you 
have long since checked out. I wish I were reassured that we are not stepping 
through a threshold here, but I fear that we are sliding head-first into the metaverse 


of the hyperreal and laughing merrily as we do so. 


Tell you what. Why don't we revisit this article in 2030? If nothing even close to the 
scenario I've laid out here is taking place, I will happily eat crow, admit I am 
completely and totally wrong, concede that indeed there is nothing to worry about 
here, and remind you to take everything else I ever say with a huge grain of salt. 
Deal? 


The Corbett Report is a reader-supported 
publication. To receive new posts and support 
my work, consider becoming a free or paid 
subscriber. 


11 of 11 25/02/2023, 09:40 


THE REPORT 


Open Sourc e Intelligence News 


The Next Threat: DNA Exploitation 


by James Corbett 
corbettreport.com 
November 28, 2021 


Look out, everybody! There's a new threat that the US intelligence agencies (and their mouthpieces 
in the corporate-controlled media) want you to be afraid of: DNA exploitation. 


Yes, the US National Counterintelligence and Security Center (NCSC) released a report earlier this 
year warning that the Chinese government was involved in gathering information from public 
health databases and large genomic data sets that could be used to precisely target individuals in 
foreign governments, private industries, or other sectors for potential surveillance, manipulation, or 
extortion. 


And if all that wasn't enough to give you the heebie-jeebies, they've followed that up with a new 
report on "Protecting Critical and Emerging US Technologies from Foreign Threats." This latest 
screed warns us that the very same genetic technologies that are being so heavily touted as "the 
future of medicine" for their ability to design and tailor disease therapies to an individual's genome 
"also can be used to identify genetic vulnerabilities in a population." 


But wait . . . isn't this what people in the alternative media (including myself) have been warning 
about for years now? You know, DNA surveillance and genetically tailored weapons and other such 
"tin foil hat" stuff? So why is the US government ringing the alarm on these developments now? 
What gives? 

For a clue to what's really happening here, we need to turn to a particularly slick piece of 
"reporting" from everyone's favourite propaganda rag, The New York Times. On October 22nd, they 


published "U.S. Warns of Efforts by China to Collect Genetic Data," which is a master class in 
media mendacity. 
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The article starts by telling us that "Chinese firms are collecting genetic data from around the world, 
part of an effort by the Chinese government and companies to develop the world’s largest bio- 
database," a claim it attributes to "American intelligence officials." It then proceeds to deliver 21 
paragraphs detailing the ways that the ChiComs are assembling their bio-database before throwing 
in some intellectual property theft fearmongering for good measure. 


I describe this propaganda as "slick" because—as is the case with all the best disinformation—it's 
all true as far as it goes. 


The NY Times report does draw attention to BGI Group, a Chinese genome sequencing company 
that is using a neonatal genetic test that it developed to collect genetic data from millions of women 
around the world. And it does offer an interesting tidbit about WuXi Biologics, a Chinese biotech 
firm that purchased a Pfizer manufacturing plant in China earlier this year and which made 

an investment in DNA data harvesting operation "23andMe" back in 2015. But that, unfortunately, 
is about as far as it goes. 


Precisely what are the Chinese going to do with their growing DNA database? There are vague 
allusions to the things that could be done with such a repository of genetic information, but—other 
than an assertion (citing a 2019 NYT report) that "China uses genetic tests to track members of the 
Uyghurs"—there's scarcely an accusation to be found. 


And exactly what are "American intelligence officials" reporting about this threat, anyway? Careful 
readers will pore through the Times article in vain searching for the title of the new NCSC report, let 
alone a link to it (like the one I provided above). 


No, we can safely file this piece of "journalism" from the Old Gray Presstitute in the "Cold War 
2.0" file. This is just another attempt to remind the public of the big bad Chinese bogeyman and to 
provide us with yet another reason for regarding President-for-Life Xi and his commie friends as an 
existential threat. ("I only hope Uncle Sam and his virtuous intelligence agents can save us!") 


As usual, what the New York Times leaves out of its report is more important than what it puts in. 
What it leaves out is that this threat of DNA exploitation, real as it is, is being actively pursued by 
governments around the world (the US being no exception) and—also as usual—there are no good 
guys in this contest. 


Take the DNA database problem. Yes, the Chinese are collecting genetic information on people 
around the world, as the Times accurately reports, but the ChiCom's genebank isn't the largest DNA 
database administered by a national government. That dubious honour goes to the UK government. 
Don't worry, though; the Americans aren't far behind. And the Aussies are in the race, too. In fact, 
as I first reported in 2009, if you were born in a hospital in the Western world in the past 50 years, 
your genetic material has been collected and stored by the state to be used by the military or even 
private contractors for "scientific research purposes" without your knowledge or consent. 


So what can be done with this type of data? On the cute end of the spectrum is "DNA shaming," a 
concept that was introduced to the world by ad agency Ogilvy & Mather for their "Hong Kong 
Cleanup" campaign of 2015. As I reported at the time, the idea was to reduce littering by collecting 
litter from the streets, extracting the genetic information of the litterer from the item, using DNA 
phenotyping to construct a creepy computer-assembled image of the face of whoever dropped the 
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garbage in the first place and then plastering fake "Wanted" posters of that person around the spot 
where the litter was collected. 


<sarc>What fun! And I'm sure glad this technology that could never 
be abused by a tyrannical goverenment!</sarc> 


However "fun" or "cool" (or controversial) the Hong Kong 
Cleanup was intended to be, it gives us a glimpse as to what will be 
possible as governments start using biotechnology to create genetic 
a leila aE surveillance systems for its population. You might have thought 
"omy. | hat GATTACA was just a fun sci-fi flick, but a future where we are 
genetically screened, surveilled and categorized by the government 
from birth is an increasingly likely possibility. 


In the meantime, we know that the largest private DNA databases in the world—including those 
maintained by 23andMe and Ancestry.com—will gladly hand over your data when asked by law 
enforcement. Even if you have never directly supplied your DNA to one of these services, the 
genetic information of one of your relatives can still be used against you in the increasingly 
Orwellian biosecurity police state. 


And if for some reason you aren't concerned about the abuse of such data by the "authorities," you 
should probably be concerned about these companies and their backers anyway. Although the Times 
makes a big stink over the 1% ownership stake that the Chinese WuXi Biologics has in 23andMe, 
they're oddly silent about the fact that the company was co-founded by Anne Wojcicki, ex-wife of 
Google co-founder Sergey Brin, whose company is dreaming of constructing a "selfish ledger" of 
information that knows more about us than we know about ourselves and of using that knowledge 
to direct our lives. 


But if you find the surveillance implications of these technologies creepy, just wait; it gets even 
worse! As even the NCSC report on emerging threats cited above concedes, your genetic 
information can and will be used by bad actors to construct more deadly pathogens and bioweapons, 
ones that could tailor diseases for certain races or even for you individually: 


"The powerful technologies harnessed by the bioeconomy also can lead to national security and 
economic vulnerabilities. For example, biotechnology can be misused to create virulent pathogens 
that can target our food supply or even the human population. Genomic technology used to design 
disease therapies tailored to an individual also can be used to identify genetic vulnerabilities in a 
population." 


Hmm...using genetic information and advanced technologies to create more effective bioweapons, 
huh? Where have I read that before? 


Oh, that's right. It's literally in the same PNAC document ("Rebuilding America's Defenses") that 
was calling for a "new Pearl Harbor" the year before 9/11: 


"Information systems will become an important focus of attack, particularly for U.S. enemies 
seeking to short-circuit sophisticated American forces. And advanced forms of biological warfare 
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that can 'target' specific genotypes may transform biological warfare from the realm of terror to a 
politically useful tool." 


Yes, sadly this is no longer the stuff of science fiction. The mad dash to collect genetic information 
on as many people as possible is already happening and that data is (surprise, surprise!) being 
weaponized against you as the bars of the biosecurity prison begin to close around us. 


But don't expect to read about that in the New York Times. 


This weekly editorial is part of The Corbett Report Subscriber newsletter. 


To support The Corbett Report and to access the full newsletter, please sign up to become a 
member of the website. 


The idiotBox: 


Howl V Hypnotizes You 


In preparation for James Corbett's upcoming course on The History of the Media, The Corbett 
Report Subscriber is presenting a three-part series on the past, present and future of mass media. 
Last week we examined How the First Media Moguls Shaped History. This week we examine the 
history of psychological research into mass media's effects on the public mind and explore the 
particular properties of the television set that render its audience susceptible to its lies. 


by James Corbett 


corbettreport.com 
October 17, 2021 


You can tell a lot about an item by the nicknames we give it. So what do our nicknames for the 
television tell us about that device? 


"The idiot box." 
"The boob tube." 
"The tell-lie-vision." 


It doesn't take a super sleuth to puzzle this one out. From the very inception of commercial 
television in the 1950s—when the phrase "boob tube" was first coined to lament the dumbing-down 
effect that the device was presumed to be having on the populace—to the zenith of the TV's cultural 
hegemony in the late 20th century, fears about the television's ability to create zombified couch 
potatoes out of its passive audience have been ever-present. 


It's no coincidence that the 2006 comedy (or should that be docudrama?), Idiocracy, introduces its 
viewers to the eponymous future idiocracy—in which the intelligence of the population has 
declined to shockingly low levels—by showing a junk food-ingesting "lawyer" in the midst of 
enjoying the hit television show of the year 2505, Ow! My Balls! It's also no coincidence that the 
same movie sees protagonist Private Joe Bauers formulating a plan for heading off the development 
of this idiocracy by encouraging people to read books rather than watch TV. 


We all know the trope: television makes you dumb, lazy and passive, and (by implication) it renders 
you susceptible to the lies and manipulations of those who create the TV programming. But is it 
true? 


As it turns out, not only are concerns about the content and the presentation of TV programming 
well-founded, but there is an even darker side to the device than is commonly realized. There is 
ample research to suggest that the TV is actually designed to send you into a trance-like state that 
lowers your cognitive defences against the lies the TV networks (and their corporate owners) are 
attempting to push on their docile audience. 


In order to understand this neglected part of the television story, we first have to reconsider the 
advent of commercial radio in the 1920s and the civilization-altering effects it wrought on the world 
in the 1930s. 
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Radio d Early Propaganda Research 


It is difficult from our perspective today to properly understand just how transformative a 
technology the radio was. It altered people's daily routines (as the widespread popularity of the 
Amos 'n' Andy program reportedly lowered church attendance on Sunday evenings); it altered 
people's perceptions of the world, providing them the opportunity to hear live, on-the-scene reports 
from distant locales; and it provided the would-be social engineers with an entirely new vector for 
manipulating the masses. 


Last week I recounted the story of how William Paley transformed the struggling Philadelphia- 
based Columbia Phonographic Broadcasting System radio network into the massive CBS empire on 
the back of his success in selling cigars to his radio audience. But it wasn't just advertisers who 
realized the utility of this new medium for influencing the thoughts and habits of a susceptible 
population. Largely forgotten today, FDR's "fireside chat" radio addresses were a revolutionary step 
at the time, affording the president a chance to talk directly to the American public without the 
newspaper reporter's editorial insertions or the newsreel editor's interventions. For the first time, the 
average Jane and Joe could literally hear the president speaking to them in the comfort of their own 
home. The intimacy of the medium was profound and no doubt a contributing factor in FDR's 
incredible electoral successes. 


Naturally, the potential of this new medium for controlling the population was quickly recognized 
by the powers-that-shouldn't-be. In 1935, social scientists Hadley Cantril and Gordon Allport wrote 
The Psychology of Radio, in which they opined: 


"Radio is an altogether novel medium of communication, preeminent as a means of social control 
and epochal in its influence upon the mental horizons of men." 


Accordingly, it wasn't long before the "manipulators of the organized habits and opinions of the 
masses"—who, as Edward Bernays informed us, "constitute an invisible government which is the 
true ruling power of our country"—took note and began working on the problem of how best to use 
radio as a medium of social control. 


As it happens, the aforementioned Hadley Cantril just happened to be the old Dartmouth College 
roommate of Nelson Rockefeller, whose Rockefeller Foundation provided a $67,000 two-year grant 
to Cantril to found the "Princeton Radio Project," a research unit which, as the Rockefeller 
Foundation tells us, "used the tools of social psychology to study radio." 


The director of the project, Paul Lazarsfeld, framed the group's research interest thusly: 


"If radio in the United States is to serve the best interests of the people, it is essential that an 
objective analysis be made of what these interests are and how the unique psychological and social 
characteristics of radio may be devoted to them." 


Although cloaked in the language of social concern, the group's research took a decidedly devious 
turn. When Orson Welles' hyper-realistic (for the time) presentation of H. G. Wells’ classic science 
fiction story, The War of the Worlds, was broadcast as the Halloween edition of Mercury Theater on 
the Air on October 30, 1938, the resulting hysteria—with some panicked listeners apparently 
mistaking the dramatization for an actual news report of an alien invasion—became fodder for the 
Princeton Radio Project's first major study. The work that resulted, The Invasion From Mars: A 
Study in the Psychology of Panic, remains a landmark in the field of media studies that is still 
dissected and debated among academics to this very day. 


In his preface to the 1966 edition of the book, Cantril stressed that what the subsequent research 
into the "War of the Worlds" hysteria revealed was just how susceptible the general public was to 
being whipped into a frenzy of panic, and just how useful electronic media could be in that 
endeavour. 


"Since the publication of The Invasion from Mars in 1940, I've often been asked whether I thought 
such a thing could happen again. The questioners usually imply that we are now too sophisticated 


to be taken in by anything so fanciful. Unfortunately I've always had to reply that of course it could 
happen today, and even on a much more extensive scale." 


The Princeton Radio Project and the various organizations associated with its affiliated researchers 
—such as the Rockefeller-funded Office of Public Opinion Research—would continue their studies 
into the psychology of social control through the media. And, as effective a medium as radio had 
proven to be for this purpose, the next telecommunications technology, television, would prove that 
much more useful to the would-be social engineers. 


Television Hypnotizes the Masses 
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For at least 150 years, researchers have known that the brain carries electrical currents. These 
oscillating electrical signals, formally known as "neural oscillations," are better known to the public 
as brain waves. Measured by electroencephalography (EEG), these brain waves typically have a 
broad spectral content, but various brain functions are associated with increased activity in specific 
frequency bands. 


Alpha waves—in the 8 to 12 Hz frequency band—are typically associated with periods of relaxed 
wakefulness and tend to increase when the eyes are closed. 


Beta waves—in the 13 to 30 Hz band—are associated with normal waking consciousness. 


Other types of neural oscillations include delta waves (1 to 4 Hz, associated with deep, non-REM 
sleep), theta waves (4 to 8 Hz, associated with learning, memory and spatial navigation), and 
gamma waves (30 to 150 Hz, associated with large scale brain network activity and cognition). 


The conscious state observed when alpha wave activity is prevalent is often described as 
"hypnogogic," or a type of daydreaming lying somewhere between sleep and wakefulness. When 
the brain is in this state, a person's critical faculties are typically disengaged, leaving them more 
susceptible to information that would otherwise be rejected by their fully conscious mind. 


As it so happens, this hypnogogic state is precisely the type of state that is induced when one begins 


watching television. As Joyce Nelson details in The Perfect Machine: Television and The Bomb: 


"In November 1969, a researcher named Herbert Krugman, who later became manager of public- 
opinion research at General Electric headquarters in Connecticut, decided to try to discover what 
goes on physiologically in the brain of a person watching TV. He elicited the co-operation of a 
twenty-two-year-old secretary and taped a single electrode to the back of her head. The wire from 
this electrode connected to a Grass Model 7 Polygraph, which in turn interfaced with a Honeywell 
7600 computer and a CAT 400B computer. 


"Flicking on the TV, Krugman began monitoring the brain-waves of the subject. What he found 
through repeated trials was that within about thirty seconds, the brain-waves switched from 
predominantly beta waves, indicating alert and conscious attention, to predominantly alpha waves, 
indicating an unfocused, receptive lack of attention: the state of aimless fantasy and daydreaming 
below the threshold of consciousness. When Krugman's subject turned to reading through a 
magazine, beta waves reappeared, indicating that conscious and alert attentiveness had replaced 
the daydreaming state." 


Krugman's initial, crude experiments were repeated and verified by extensive (and more accurate) 
testing. There was no doubt: TV rapidly induces an alpha-state consciousness in its viewers. As 
Nelson goes on to report, this finding gave rise to an entire field of research within the advertising 
industry, with NW Ayers / ABH using EEGs to evaluate the effect of commercials for large-name 
clients like AT&T and marketing firms like Simmons Market Research Bureau, Cockfield, Brown 
& Company Ltd and KSW & G Inc. following suit shortly thereafter. 


The field these advertising companies pioneered discovered how best to implant messages in the 
minds of the alpha state TV viewing audience. They discovered that while in this state, brains are 
more responsive to tone of voice, rhythm and melody, rhyme and harmony, and pictorial emotional 
triggers than straightforward speech. It wasn't long before advertisers dropped any pretense that a 
commercial was designed to inform a viewer about the specifications of a product and instead 
began concentrating on songs, jingles and carefully-worded slogans combined with emotionally 
suggestive visuals to embed a desired product or idea in the public consciousness. 


Krugman summed up the meaning of his experimental finding by noting that the real information 
transmitted during a television broadcast is that which is "not thought about at the time of 
exposure," i.e., the unconscious, subliminal and emotional nature of the programming. 


Tony Schwartz—the marketer who was credited with winning the presidency for Jimmy Carter by 
carefully crafting his television persona—was more blunt about the process in his tell-all 
confessional, The Responsive Chord: How Radio and TV Manipulate You, Who You Vote For, What 


You Buy, And How You Think. Speaking in his capacity as an "political advertiser," Schwartz 
admitted: 


"Commercials that attempt to tell the listener something are inherently not as effective as those that 
attach to something that is already in him. We are not concerned with getting things across to 
people as much as out of people. Electronic media are particularly effective tools in this regard 
because they provide us with direct access to people's minds." [Emphases in original. ] 


Any serious student of television should have no difficulty in identifying the ways that this "access 
to people's minds" have been used by conmen of various stripes, not just the admen with a 
particular product to sell, but the would-be controllers of society who are looking to steer society in 
a particular direction. 


Some of the attempts at this manipulation of the TV viewing audience seem almost quaint from 
today's perspective. Remember when Fox admitted to inserting climate propaganda in all their 
programming in order to manipulate the public? Ahhh, those were the days. 


These days, the TV is being used even more effectively and for an even more nefarious agenda: to 
weaponize your neighbours against you as adversaries in the new biosecurity state. We don't have to 
speculate about this. Last year saw the dramatic revelations that Britain's shadowy "Independent 
Scientific Pandemic Influenza Group on Behaviours" (SPI-B) had employed the nation's top social 
scientists to discover ways to more effectively sell the scamdemic to the public. Their answer? To 
"use [the] media to increase the sense of personal threat" from COVID, of course. 


If we ever emerge from this period of madness with our wits still intact, this might make for an 
interesting study for future researchers: to what extent does television viewing correlate with one's 
belief in the scamdemic? I hypothesize that the correlation would be significant. 


Regardless, it is a documentable fact that television induces certain brain states in its audience, and 
it is equally documentable fact that rich and powerful special interests have been researching how to 
use this TV-induced hypnosis to their advantage for over half a century. To believe that the art and 
science of manipulating the public has not progressed significantly from the days of Krugman and 
Schwartz would be the height of naïveté. 


To The Future: Fake News and The New Media 
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I know what you're thinking: TV? Pfff. OK, boomer. 


Yes, in case you didn't know, TV is so last century. Now the public are all crazy about the latest 
Netflix series at best and short, disjointed meme videos on Tik Tok at worst. The youth of today are 
not getting their information (or their misinformation) from television. 


But as you may have already noticed, the powers-that-shouldn't-be are busily working on steering 
the new online media in the same direction as the heavily-controlled TV paradigm. The fact that 
you are reading these words shows that they haven't been successful in that endeavour . . . yet. 


However, there are monumental changes to the media landscape on the horizon and, as always, if 
we aren't prepared for those changes, we will be caught up in the next era of media manipulation 
and control. 


Unfortunately, the way things are heading, once we are inserted into the next media paradigm we 
may never have a chance to escape. ... 


Sunstein Won: Cognitive Infiltration of the "Alternative" Media 
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Question: How do you spot a fed? 


This is not an idle question. As dedicated devotees of the independent media and serious students 
of history will know all too well, wherever you find a group that seriously challenges the power of 
the state—or, more to the point, the deep state—you will also find federal agents trying to infiltrate 
that group. From the original COINTELPRO operations in the 1950s right through to the recent (FBI- 
provocateured (https://archive.is/pLU9I)) plot to "kidnap" Michigan Governor Gretchen Whitmer 
(with its curious denouement (https://www.detroitnews.com/story/news/local/michigan/2021/07 
/19/fbi-agent-whitmer-kidnap-case-arrested-following-domestic-incident-richard- 
trask/8013618002/)), there are no shortage of examples of this phenomena. 


Sometimes the feds are easy to spot. Remember the "protesters" at the 2007 Montebello SPP 
protests (https://www.corbettreport.com/episode-012-showdown-in-montebello-2/) who 
threatened the police line with rocks in their hands, trying to turn a peaceful assembly into a riot 
that would justify a violent police response? When these rock-wielding, mask-wearing pretenders 
got called out by real protesters as police operatives, they promptly crashed the police line and got 
themselves "arrested" . . . conveniently exposing the fact (https://www.youtube.com 
/watch?v=ce5GZQbb1pQ) that they were wearing the exact same standard-issue boots as their 
arresting officers. Caught in the act, the Quebec provincial police had to admit (https://www.cbc.ca 
/news/canada/quebec-police-admit-they-went-undercover-at-montebello-protest-1.656171) that 
the protesters were indeed undercover police officers (although, strangely enough, they never 
explained what those undercover police officers were doing approaching the police line with rocks 
in their hands). 


But unfortunately for those of us who participate in conspiracy analysis, the feds are not a/ways so 
inept or so blindingly obvious in their actions. So it would behove us to know some of the tell-tale 
signs of undercover agents in our midst, wouldn't it? 


Well, wouldn't it? 


In order to answer that question, we're going to have to take a deep dive into "Conspiracy Theories 
(https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1084585)," a 2008 paper co-authored by 
Cass Sunstein, Obama's "regulatory czar" and the husband of R2P warmonger 
(https://www.corbettreport.com/episode-224-r2p-or-how-the-liberal-left-learned-to-stop-worrying- 
and-embrace-wars-of-imperial-aggression/) Samantha Power, and Adrian Vermeule, a Harvard law 
professor who once clerked for Supreme Court Justice Antonin Scalia. The paper gained infamy 
online because it controversially advocated for the "cognitive infiltration" of conspiracy research 


groups. Rather than rebutting the theories proffered by conspiracy realists with facts and evidence, 
Sunstein and his co-author argued, the government should instead send undercover federal agents 
into conspiracy analyst groups in order to influence their thinking and "undermine" their "crippled 
espitemology" by "planting doubts about the theories and stylized facts that circulate within such 
groups." 


Even mainstream pundits (https://www.commondreams.org/views/2010/01/15/obama- 
confidants-spine-chilling-proposal) were quick to point out that the idea was not only illegal but 
self-contradictory. After all, how can the government undermine belief in the idea that the 
government engages in conspiracies against its citizens by engaging in a conspiracy against its 
citizens? 


More to the point, those who were the ostensible target of this cognitive infiltration—9/11 Truthers 
particularly (https://www.bookfinder.com/book/9781 566568210/)—predicted that this practice 
would play out exactly like COINTELPRO, the controversial and highly illegal 1956-1971 FBI 
program that sought to disrupt, infiltrate and discredit groups that the FBI (i.e., J. Edgar Hoover) 
deemed "subversive." That program, lest we forget, not only involved the illegal surveillance, 
harassment and subversion of completely legitimate political opposition groups, but engaged in 
truly abominable activity, from the FBI-King suicide letter (https://www.huffpost.com/entry/martin- 
luther-king-fbi_n_4631112) to the murder of Fred Hampton (https://truthout.org/articles/on- 
the-48th-anniversary-of-the-fbi-s-black-panther-murders-activists-must-remain-vigilant-but- 
undeterred/). 


But by this point most people have heard all that. So today, let's go one level deeper. As it turns out, 
there's a meta-level upon which the "cognitive infiltration" is operating. And when we look at 
Sunstein's paper in that light, we discover a horrifying fact: So far, his paper has had its intended 
effect. Sunstein won. 


First, let's start by looking at the paper itself. It begins (predictably enough) by zeroing right in on 
9/11 Truth. Specifically, Sunstein and Vermeule cite a number of polls demonstrating that 
overwhelming numbers of people in various locales (including residents of New York City) believe 
some version of the "dangerous" "conspiracy theory" that holds that the US and Israeli 
governments had a direct role in bringing 9/11 about. 


Rather than taking this as a sign that there may be something to these theories, or that at the very 
least the government has signally failed to make its case for the official 9/11 conspiracy theory, 
Sunstein and his partner in crime instead draw a much different conclusion: that these "conspiracy 
theorists"—you know, those tin hat wackadoodles who think the government lies to them about 
matters of importance—are succeeding in spreading their "false and dangerous beliefs" and they 
must be stopped. 


But how to stop them? That is the question for the would-be controllers of society like Sunstein. By 
advocating that the government become more transparent in its operations? Abolishing secrecy as 
the modus operandi of the deep state? Instituting a mechanism for public oversight of intelligence 
operations and a concerted attempt to unearth and atone for the many documentable 
conspiracies (https://www.corbettreport.com/5conspiracies/) that the government has engaged in 
in the past? 


Pfff. Of course not! No, the government should shut those conspiracy theorists up by engaging in 
a conspiracy against them. 


You see, according to Sunstein and Vermeule, conspiracy theories cannot be refuted by facts and 


evidence: 


"Conspiracy theories generally attribute extraordinary powers to certain agents — to plan, to control 
others, to maintain secrets, and so forth. Those who believe that those agents have such powers 
are especially unlikely to give respectful attention to debunkers, who may, after all, be agents or 
dupes of those who are responsible for the conspiracy in the first instance." 


So, what can be done about these pernicious purveyors of conspiracy analysis? 


"What can government do about conspiracy theories? Among the things it can do, what should it 
do? We can readily imagine a series of possible responses. (1) Government might ban conspiracy 
theorizing. (2) Government might impose some kind of tax, financial or otherwise, on those who 
disseminate such theories. (3) Government might itself engage in counterspeech, marshaling 
arguments to discredit conspiracy theories. (4) Government might formally hire credible private 
parties to engage in counterspeech. (5) Government might engage in informal communication 
with such parties, encouraging them to help. Each instrument has a distinctive set of potential 
effects, or costs and benefits, and each will have a place under imaginable conditions. However, 
our main policy idea is that government should engage in cognitive infiltration of the groups that 
produce conspiracy theories, which involves a mix of (3), (4) and (5)." 


First, let's stop for a moment to appreciate how truly totalitarian (not to mention outright insane) 
this passage is. Yes, Sunstein and Vermeule are actually saying that an actual government ban on 
"conspiracy theorizing" or a tax ("financial or otherwise[?]") on the dissemination of such theories 
"will have a place under imaginable conditions." Under what conditions do they imagine it will be 
permissible (or even possible) for the government to "ban conspiracy theorizing"? What does that 
even mean and how would such a ban not be on its face a clear abrogation of the First 
Amendment. 


Such lunacy aside, we reach the heart of their thesis: that the "should engage in cognitive 
infiltration of the groups that produce conspiracy theories." What does this mean, exactly? 


"In one variant, government agents would openly proclaim, or at least make no effort to conceal, 
their institutional affiliations. A recent newspaper story recounts that Arabic-speaking Muslim 
officials from the State Department have participated in dialogues at radical Islamist chat rooms 
and websites in order to ventilate arguments not usually heard among the groups that cluster 
around those sites, with some success. In another variant, government officials would participate 
anonymously or even with false identities. Each approach has distinct costs and benefits; the 
second is riskier but potentially brings higher returns. In the former case, where government 
Officials participate openly as such, hard-core members of the relevant networks, communities and 
conspiracy-minded organizations may entirely discount what the officials say, right from the 
beginning. The risk with tactics of anonymous participation, conversely, is that if the tactic 
becomes known, any true member of the relevant groups who raises doubts may be suspected of 
government connections. Despite these difficulties, the two forms of cognitive infiltration offer 
different risk-reward mixes and are both potentially useful instruments." [Emphases added] 


Now, much has already been said about this paper in the independent media, so | won't retread the 
entire argument here. Suffice it to say, yes, Sunstein and Vermeule are actively advocating for the 
government to engage in conspiracy in order to convince people that governments don't engage in 
conspiracy. And, ominously, less than one year after the publication of this proposal, Obama 
appointed Sunstein (https://www.abajournal.com/news/article 
/harvard_law_prof_cass_sunstein_appointed_regulatory_czar/) as the administrator of the Office 
of Information and Regulatory Affairs. 


Now, to be clear, this concept of "cognitive infiltration" of citizen investigations did not originate 
with Sunstein, nor was it a startling new idea at the time that he wrote about it in 2008. On the 
contrary, if we were to peg the start of the modern era of conspiracy to the assassination of JFK in 
1963, then we can confidently say that the tactic of cognitive infiltration has been around since the 
dawn of this era. Remember that not only did the CIA hold multiple meetings of what it called the 
"Garrison Group (https://www.maryferrell.org/showDoc.html?docld=651 5#relPageld=2)" to 
determine how the agency could undermine or discredit the investigation that District Attorney Jim 
Garrison had opened up into the JFK assassination, but they actually "planted nine agents 
(https://youtu.be/ns5z1BHfEvc?t=234) inside the Garrison investigation to feed him false 
information and to report back to Langley on what Garrison was finding out." Talk about cognitive 
infiltration. 


But if there was any doubt that cognitive infiltration is alive and well in the 21st century, | offer as 
Exhibit A this 2010 thread (http://911 blogger.com/news/2010-01-04/new-book-kevin-fenton- 
disconnecting-dots-how-91 1-was-allowed-happen) from 9/11 Blogger as the perfect encapsulation 
of what cognitive infiltration in the modern era looks like and how it functions to derail 
investigation (or even discussion) of complex deep state operations. | encourage you to read the 
rather innocuous post itself (the description of a forthcoming book by a prolific 9/11 researcher) 
and then the discussion that then follows in the comment section. 


Where to begin? I'd like to say that it's hard to fathom how such an unhinged comment thread 
could follow from such a simple post, but, alas, anyone who has spent any time on internet fora in 
the past two decades will know all too well how this type of discussion is commonplace online. 
Indeed, as anyone familiar with The Gentleperson's Guide To Forum Spies 
(https://ronaldthomaswest.com/2017/08/21/the-gentlepersons-guide-to-forum-spies/) will 
immediately recognize, this particular thread is a master class in how to neutralize potential 
activists and undermine any attempts at serious analysis of a topic. 


As someone who has indeed read (and wholeheartedly recommends) the book being discussed 
(Disconnecting the Dots by Kevin Fenton (https://trineday.myshopify.com/products/disconnecting- 
the-dots)), it's immediately obvious that the commenters insinuating that Fenton is "satisfied with 
what the U.S. government has told us" about the attacks most assuredly have absolutely no idea 
what the book is about or what Fenton is arguing in it. (Or, to put it in internet meme 
(https://knowyourmeme.com/memes/tell-me-without-telling-me) terms: Tell me you haven't read 
the book without telling me you haven't read the book.) 


But regardless of the ludicrously off-base assertions of the few commenters raising these 
suspicions, they end up victorious: all serious discussion of the book ends at the point that these 
allegations are made and the thread ultimately descends into a LIHOP 
(https://www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=lihop)/MIHOP 
(https://www.urbandictionary.com/define. php?term=MIHOP) debate—a debate that itself is as 
likely a candidate as any to be the result of a cognitive infiltration campaign (a point that is beyond 
the scope of this editorial but that I'm happy to expand upon in the future if anyone is interested). 


This entire case study in infighting is well summarized by one user who writes 
(http://91 1 blogger.com/news/2010-01-04/new-book-kevin-fenton-disconnecting-dots-how-911- 
was-allowed-happen#comment-225236): 


‘Another way of discrediting the movement is to continually criticize and undermine the credibility 
of those among us who work to expose the many unanswered questions from that day. 


‘I've been in this movement for 6 years and NOTHING is EVER good enough for the anonymous 


peanut gallery of absolutists who INSIST that THEIR language and ideas and opinions and theories 
trump all others. 


"There are such precious FEW among us who have anything real to contribute in terms of books 
and films and community organizing. But one thing can be certain: anyone who DOES [contribute] 
immediately get [sic] criticized and attacked simply for trying. 


"You will see this same sort of divisive taxonomy coming from the no-planers and the exotic 
weaponry folks and the antisemitic crowd and CIT and on and on and on... trolling the 
movement, waiting to pounce on anyone who is not MIHOPish enough or uses unapproved ‘syntax’ 
in their approach. 


"But ONE thing is universally CERTAIN. These people who do the most criticizing generally claim to 
possess a monopoly on the truth—and as such lack all credibility." 


Predictably, though, this comment gets lost near the end of the comment chain, long after those 
who might have engaged in a meaningful discussion of Fenton's work had abandoned the thread. 
Another "Mission Accomplished!" for those who wish to thwart productive discourse on a vitally 
important topic. 


At this point, it would be tempting for everyone to take a side and then to explain how the people 
on the other side are obviously cognitive infiltrators, sent in by Cass Sunstein or one of his minions 
to divide and conquer the 9/11 Truth movement. The people critiquing Fenton without having read 
his book could claim (on the basis of no evidence whatsoever) that Fenton is in fact a cognitive 
infiltrator, sent in to dilute the 9/11 Truth message. Those defending Fenton could label those 
critiquing him as cognitive infiltrators, designed to disrupt the work of researchers like Fenton and 
those who are seeking to better understand that research. 


We could even construct elaborate theories about how the entire comment thread was the product 
of government agents working both sides of the "debate." After all, we know that every major 
government in the world is now deploying military officers and other agents to operate multiple 
fake social media profiles (https://www.corbettreport.com/socialmedia/), so why wouldn't they 
use those assets to create entirely fake discussions that lead people nowhere and discourage real 
users from engaging with important information? 


But here's the most insidious part of all of this: when we start devoting all of our research energies 
to this endless game of "spot the cognitive infiltrator," Sunstein wins. 


You see, the point of the "Conspiracy Theories" paper wasn't just to talk about the potential for 
undermining conspiracy analysis by inserting government agents in the midst of citizen research 
communities; as | say, that idea is not new at all and has been demonstrably used by the 
intelligence agencies for over half a century. No, the point of the paper was to introduce the idea of 
cognitive infiltration itse/finto the conspiracy analysts’ discussion. 


Now, instead of analyzing arguments, presenting evidence and working cooperatively toward a 
greater understanding of events, researchers are increasingly apt to see themselves as isolated 
truth seekers surrounded by cognitive infiltrators who are trying to introduce disinformation. When 
this viewpoint becomes the norm within the conspiracy analyst community, it becomes 
increasingly difficult for researchers to bear any deviation at all from their own line of thinking. 
Instead, the immediate response to any and all information that challenges their beliefs is: 
"Cognitive infiltration!" 


In essence, the conspiracy analyst community begins to devour itself, devoting more and more of 


its time to finding and denouncing cognitive infiltrators and less and less of its time to actually 
researching and analyzing conspiracies. 


And at last we come to the real conspiracy theory for today: this was Sunstein's intention all along. 


After all, if Sunstein and Vermeule had wanted to undermine the conspiracy analyst movement, 
they couldn't have done a better job than by loudly advocating for a government conspiracy to 
secretly infiltrate that movement. Suddenly, there is no room for alternative viewpoints or 
exploration of ideas within the movement. "Either you believe what | believe, or you are a cognitive 
infiltrator." 


And the best part about all of this from Sunstein's point of view? The government doesn't have to 
actually do anything. They don't even have to send a single undercover agent into the conspiracy 
realist space. They just have to put the /dea of infiltration out there 


As someone who works as a conspiracy analyst for a living, I'm all too familiar with how the spirit 
of the investigations that are taking place online has shifted in recent years. People who otherwise 
would be spending their time critiquing and analyzing the moves of the deep state are now 
spending more and more of their time engaging others in purity tests and loudly denouncing each 
other for not holding to this or that orthodoxy or for spending their time on this subject instead of 
some other subject. 


Increasingly, everything is a purity test. And when everything is a purity test, eventually everyone 
fails that test. No one will ever hold all of the same beliefs as you on every subject of importance 
(let alone prioritize those subjects in the same way that you do). So, eventually, you'll find yourself 
isolate, alone, frightened, wondering how the government has managed to employ so many 
cognitive infiltrators and why there are no real people left in the world. 


And, somewhere off in the distance, Sunstein is laughing. 


So, let's return to our original question. No, not "How do you spot a fed?" The other question: "So it 


would behove us to know some of the tell-tale signs of undercover agents in our midst, wouldn't 
it?" 


Well, would it? Is spending our time looking under every bush for undercover agents truly the best 
use of our time and research resources? When we do engage in that hunt, how often do we ever 
come to a definitive conclusion, anyway? All we are left with is our suspicions, which we then 
harden into conclusions, usually by throwing the baby out with the bathwater and closing off 
discussion or exploration of counter-evidence to our own ideas. 


So, the choice is ours. We can do research, discuss evidence and analyze events, or we can spend 
all our time in the endless and fruitless hunt for cognitive infiltrators. 


But, if you choose the latter course, just know this: Sunstein has beaten you at a game you didn't 
even know you were playing. 


This weekly editorial is part of The Corbett Report Subscriber newsletter. 


To support The Corbett Report and to access the full newsletter, please sign up 
(https://www.corbettreport.com/members/) to become a member of the website. 
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Is your country on the hit list of Soros and/or Omidyar and/or USAID and/or the 
NED and/or any of the other deep state Trojan horses hiding behind their 
convenient "NGO" cutouts? Are you worried that a regime change operation is in 
the offing? 


Well, fret not! Here's some good news for a change! 


As is turns out, the colour revolution string-pullers—you know, the gaggle of inbred, 
eugenics-obsessed elitists whose awesome power is supposed to make us cower in 
fear—are not so omnipotent after all. In fact, sometimes they're a bunch of 
incompetent, bumbling, ivory tower buffoons, and I have the receipts to prove it. 


Buckle in for this one, folks. It's an incredible story. 


How To Topple A Government 


As you know by now, the would-be world controllers have a number of tricks up 
their sleeve for overthrowing governments that dare defy their agenda. 


Of course, there's always the plain old brute force method. 


But I'm not talking about militarily imposed regime change here. I'm talking about 


the subtler tactics that the Evil Empire employs to undermine governments and 
install pliable puppet regimes around the globe. 


There are, for instance, the so-called "colour revolutions"—synthetic protest 
movements that are fostered, supported or created out of whole cloth by groups 
like the National Endowment for Democracy. These operations follow the Gene 
Sharp handbook for destabilizing a country and encourage people to rally around a 
colour or symbol (the Rose Revolution in Georgia, the Tulip Revolution in 
Kyrgyzstan, the Orange Revolution in Ukraine, etc.) on the path to overthrowing 
the government in power. 


Then there are the engineered crises where, for example, snipers are sent into 
otherwise peaceful protests to shoot at both sides, creating chaos and undermining 
the ruling government's legitimacy in the court of public opinion (as happened in 
both Ukraine and Syria). 


Of course, there's also the "IMF riot,"—a four-step plan to economically cripple a 
country so that the IMF and/or World Bank can swoop in and "save" it (for the 
benefit of foreign investors). 


And don't forget the debt-trap diplomacy described by John Perkins, where corrupt 
dictators are bribed into selling off their nation's resources and infrastructure to 
foreign investors and plunging their country into debt, thus giving the Western 


financial interests political leverage over future governments. 


There's even the plain old assassination of inconvenient political figures, a tried- 
and-true method for taking opponents off of the geopolitical chessboard that has 
worked time and again in nation after nation (and even, when needed, at home). 


How NOT To Topple A Government 


But for every perfectly orchestrated, Machiavellian scheme for overthrowing an 
uncooperative foreign leader, there are a thousand examples of stupidity and 
incompetence that reveal that Oz! The Great and Powerful! is in fact just a sickly, 
pathetic old man hiding behind a curtain, frantically poking at buttons and pulling 
levers in an attempt to baffle and bemuse the masses. 


Remember when the "master planners" at the US State Department pretended that 
Juan Guaido, the least-popular man in Venezuela, was the country's "interim 
president"... but the Venezeulans were having none of it? 


And remember when USAID tried to infiltrate Cuba's hip-hop scene "to break the 
information blockade" and spark "social change" in the country. . . but only 
succeeded in undermining Cuba's actual youth activist movement, causing some of 
the government's critics to flee the country? 


Well, here's yet another story of incompetence that goes to show that the "All- 
Powerful World Controllers" are completely out of touch with reality and that, in 
fact, the people have all the power. 


The story takes place in Zimbabwe, which has been on the globalist mafia's hit list 
since at least the early 2000s. That was when ex-British Prime Minister (and 
unconvicted war criminal) Tony Blair pressured the government of South Africa to 
join a "regime change scheme" designed to "physically remove" Robert Mugabe, 
then president of Zimbabwe. South Africa declined the invitation, but this did not 
derail the globalist plans for toppling Mugabe. 


Enter Richard Branson. 


Yes, that Richard Branson. 
As Alexander Rubenstein explains in a recent piece for The Grayzone: 


In 2007, as the Zimbabwean economy sank into crisis under the weight of British 
and US sanctions, Branson offered to bankroll an “Elders” initiative to “convince 
Zimbabwean President Mugabe to step down,” according to a cable sent from the 
US embassy in Pretoria, South Africa to a number of governments and 
government agencies, including the CIA. 


Although it sounds like some fictional gang of supervillains from a trashy James 
Bond novel, "The Elders" is in fact a very real organization (with a website, even!), 
which purports to "engage with global leaders and civil society at all levels to 
resolve conflict and address its root causes, to challenge injustice, and to promote 
ethical leadership and good governance." 


Hmmm, let's see. "Engage with global leaders and civil society" in order to 
“promote ethical leadership and good governance," hey? Let me run that through 
the Globalese translator. 


*beep beep boop* 


Yes, just as I thought. It's a regime change organization. (Just check out their 
leadership council and their advisory council.) 


So what was The Elders' plan for effecting regime change in Zimbabwe? They 
joined forces with Strive Masiyiwa, a Zimbabwean billionaire and arch-globalist 
whose résumé includes collaborating with Branson on the formation of the "Carbon 
War Room" and assuming a brand new position as a trustee of the Bill & Melinda 


Gates Foundation. 


Oh wait, you totally will. It's the NED. 


OK, so far, so perfectly expected. Rich and powerful businessmen colluded with 
other rich and powerful businessman to use NED-funded political opposition parties 
to bring about regime change in a target country. Nothing new here, right? 


Well, here's the rub: As you may or may not know, Mugabe was not overthrown in 
2007. Or 2008. Or 2009. In fact, he wasn't ousted until 2017 in an internal party 
coup that had nothing to do with The Elders. 


So what went wrong? 


Well, as Arthur Gwagwa of the Zimbabwe Human Rights NGO Forum told the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 2013: 


Policies that are formulated on the basis of a Western conception that sanctions 
would work in predominantly agrarian countries such as Zimbabwe in the same 
way they would work in East Europe is misplaced. Unlike in urbanized societies, 
where sanctions might cajole people to protest and push for reforms, conditions 
are different in a country such as Zimbabwe where rural based populations have 
other livelihood means aside from bread, therefore the absence of bread in the 
shops will not prompt them to stage street protests. This was the MDC's original 
plan that they are now backtracking on as they have realized that it doesn't 
work. 


Yes, you read that right. The galaxy-brained billionaires of the World Controlling 
Globalist Jet Set didn't even understand that their "IMF riot" playbook doesn't work 
in an agrarian society. 


You can just imagine Branson and his cronies furrowing their brows in confusion: 
“What? These farmers aren't dependent on their government for their survival? So 


how do we get them! ?" 


What It Means 


Now, full credit for this little anecdote goes to Alexander Rubenstein, who lays out 
all the pieces of this story (along with many, many other interesting tidbits) in his 
article on the newly appointed Gates Foundation trustees, which is well worth your 
time and attention. 


But let me draw out the significance of this story for the hard of thinking. 


Firstly, the technocratic planners of the New World Order are not omniscient, 
omnipotent, or even necessarily competent. They are bumbling boobs who often 
know little about the actual lived reality of the people whose lives they presume to 
be able to run. 


Secondly, this is not a story about governments and regime change and 2D 
geopolitical chess. This is a story that reaffirms an incredibly important point: A 
free people who are not dependent on their government don't care who is 
pretending to rule over them at any given time, and they don't worry about what 
international sanctions are being imposed on "their" government by the financial 
oligarchs. They'll just continue going on with the real work of putting food on their 
table and providing for themselves. 


People who are interested in further pursuing this line of thought are highly 
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Here's What's Next on the Globalist 
Calendar 


by James Corbett 
corbettreport.com 
April 17, 2022 


As you should know by now, the threat facing free humanity is not a secret 
conspiracy but a perfectly open one. Those seeking to monopolize the resources of 
the planet and institute a system of perfect technocratic control are, generally 
speaking, not secretive about their plans. On the contrary. Any number of publicly 
available records—from books and white papers to blog posts, fora and lectures— 
give an interested public plenty of lead time to prepare for the next steps in the 
unfolding globalist agenda. 


So, in the grand Corbett Report tradition of Listening to the Enemy, let's employ 
one of the simplest methods for understanding what's coming next in the global 
plan: let's consult the would-be world controllers' own calendar. 


JUNE 2022: Stockholm+50 


— 


Stockholm+50 


As post-graduate students of The University of Corbett, you will already know about 


the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment held in Stockholm, 
Sweden, in 1972 ... but in case you need a refresher, you might want to consult 
How & Why Big Oil Conquered the World, where you can learn all about that 
Stockholm summit. 


In addition to being Maurice Strong's entrée into the exciting (and lucrative) world 
of Big Oil environmentalism, the conference also laid the groundwork for the UN- 
fronted corporate takeover of the world's resources under the pretense of "saving 
Mother Earth." It served a triple function for the globalists: it launched the United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), it provided a template for the 1992 
Earth Summit in Rio, and it hosted the first talking shop for what would become 
Agenda 21 and, eventually, Agenda 2030. 


Well, guess what? It's baaaaack. 


That's right, our good, planet-loving overlords at the United Nations are back to the 
scene of the crime to commemorate the 50th anniversary of the Stockholm 
conference with a new summit in the Swedish capital, this one with the 
characteristically uninspired name "Stockholm+50: a healthy planet for the 
prosperity of all - our responsibility, our opportunity." 


Lest you think "Stockholm+50" is simply going to be an excuse for the global jet set 
to pat themselves on the back with a couple of forgettable political speeches or the 
unveiling of a new plaque, you should know that a great deal of planning has gone 
into this: 


e The UN General Assembly has passed not one but two resolutions on the 
establishment of the conference and its agenda; 


e A dedicated website for the conference has been created to keep up with the 
latest developments; 


e A "blog by jurists for diplomats" entitled Pathway to the 2022 Declaration has 
been launched to influence the conversation surrounding the "Political 
Declaration" (capital letters and all) that "will be adopted" at the 
conference (emphasis theirs); 


e And yet another website has been set up to host the "Declaration for 
Stockholm+50," which may or may not be the "Political Declaration" 
referenced above and which has been endorsed by a gaggle of globalist 
NGOs. 


In addition to all of this, Stockholm will also host "World Environment Day 2022" on 
June 5th, 2022, the anniversary of the creation of UNEP. 


So what is all this hype about, exactly? Oh, just the usual globalist claptrap. By "the 


usual globalist claptrap" I mean the takeover of the planet and its resources by the 
predator class, of course. But don't take my word for that. From the 
aforementioned Declaration for Stockholm+50: 


On October 8, 2021, the United Nations Human Rights Council (UNHRC) 
recognized the “right to a clean, healthy and sustainable environment.” For this 
right to be implemented, structural changes to the legal, economic, social, 
political, and technological spheres will be required to restore a stable and well- 
functioning Earth System. A shared consciousness of our global interdependence 
must give rise to a new common logic, to define and recognize the global 
commons that support life on Earth — the planetary system that connects us all 
and on which we all depend. This is a foundational step toward the establishment 
of a governance system to effectively manage human interactions with the Earth 
System. 


Yes, exactly as one would expect, the "save the planet" slogan is being used as a 
rallying cry for... 


(... wait for it...) 


... the strengthening of global government! Wow, who would have seen that one 
coming? 


Specifically, after vague and wooly rhetoric about "implementing the right toa 
healthy environment" and "establishing a regenerative economy," the declaration 
ends by imploring the good folks at the United Nations to give themselves more 
power! Yaaaay! 


The long-term governance of the global commons, the delivery of global public 
goods, and management of global public risks all require a permanent system of 
effective governance to reliably manage our interactions with the Earth System 
as a whole. For example, a proposal to repurpose the inactive United Nations 
Trusteeship Council has been widely discussed, including most recently in the 
UN Secretary-General’s Our Common Agenda (OCA) report. 


Something tells me that in the history-by-the-winners textbook of the future, June 
oth, 2022, will be hailed as the day that the brave and benevolent bureaucrats of 
the UN saved the planet by bestowing their gracious global government on us. (".. 
. and the people of the earth commemorate this momentous event in a prayer of 
thanks to their UN leaders before the intake of their daily ration of bugs and 
rainwater.") 


But wait! What does it say on the declaration's "About" page? 


This Conference should be used as an “ideas laboratory” to develop innovative 
solutions for the commons, economy, and governance, which will become the 
seeds of action at the 2023 Summit of the Future, as foreseen in the UN 
Secretary General’s Our Common Agenda report. 


A 2023 Summit of the Future? Oh yes. Which brings us to the next date on our 
globalist calendar... 


September 2023: Summit of the Future 


OUR 
COMMON 
AGEN 


Report of 
the Secretary-General 


Last September, UN Secretary General Antonio Guterres launched an 85-page 
report entitled "Our Common Agenda." According to a write-up from Democracy 
International, the report offers a "roadmap for upgrading the UN" and "calls for 
reinvigorated multilateralism, renewed solidarity and stronger consideration of 
future generations." 


Exactly as you would expect, the report's Summary begins by reminding us of the 
(globalist-concocted) "existential crises" that (the globalists constantly warn us) are 
threatening humanity's existence, such as COVID-19, geopolitical conflict and (of 
course) climate change. Naturally, this immediately turns into a demand that the 
peoples of the world: 


e "re-embrace global solidarity," which evidently entails "a global vaccination 
plan to deliver vaccines against COVID-19 into the arms of the millions of 
people who are still denied this basic lifesaving measure"; 


"renew the social contract between Governments and their people and within 
societies," which evidently entails "updated governance arrangements to 
deliver better public goods and usher in a new era of universal social 
protection, health coverage, education, skills, decent work and housing, as 
well as universal access to the Internet by 2030 as a basic human right"; 


"end the 'infodemic' plaguing our world by defending a common, empirically 
backed consensus around facts, science and knowledge," which evidently 
entails adopting "a global code of conduct that promotes integrity in public 


information"; 


... anda host of other globalist imperatives, from the creation of a new UN-led 
“Emergency Platform" that will be "triggered automatically in crises of sufficient 
scale and magnitude, regardless of the type or nature of the crisis involved," to the 
adoption of a new UN-led "Global Digital Compact" for "promoting a trustworthy 
Internet by introducing accountability criteria for discrimination and misleading 
content." 


In other words, the usual globalist claptrap. 


But embedded in this pean to global government is another idea: the convening of a 
"Summit of the Future" in conjunction with the meeting of the UN General 
Assembly in New York in September 2023. Picking up on the current Klaus 
Schwabian globalese in vogue among the not-so-Superclass these days, Guterres 
writes that "it will be important to hold a high-level, multi-stakeholder 'Summit of 
the Future’ to advance ideas for governance arrangements in the areas of 
international concern mentioned in this report, and potentially others, where 
governance arrangements are nascent or require updating." 


If you've been keeping up with the MSM lately, you might have noticed that this 
“Summit of the Future" idea has gained traction with the globalist supergophers, 
including recently deceased ex-Secretary of State Madeline "The Price Was Worth 
It" Albright, who penned an editorial last October calling "Our Common Agenda" a 
“pathbreaking new report" and calling on UN member states to "endorse a follow- 
on 'modalities resolution’ supporting Guterres's call for a Summit of the Future in 
September 2023." In order to put teeth into this globalist chinwag, Albright argued 
that "preparatory committees (PrepComs) should be convened around the world" 
prior to the summit "to consider and advance global governance innovations in 
peace, security and humanitarian action; sustainable development and COVID-19 
recovery; human rights, inclusive governance, and the rule of law; and climate 
governance." 


But it isn't just the Pax Americana old guard who are excited about the prospects of 
reshaping the world order. As veteran Corbett Reporteers will know, the Chinese 
overlords, too, are all in on this agenda and excited for the possibility of 
consolidating their control over their own population and moving to a more 
important seat at the globalist technocratic table. Accordingly, ChiCom propaganda 
organ China Daily released a report in January dutifully parroting Guterres' 
assessment of the "five-alarm fire" that the world is facing from COVID-19, 
inequality, the climate crisis, mistrust of government and online misinformation. 
This was followed last month by a Xinhua report that hails "the establishment of a 
high-level advisory board on effective multilateralism" and notes that the Summit of 


the Future will "advance ideas for governance arrangements in certain areas that 
could be considered global public goods or global commons, including climate and 
sustainable development beyond 2030, the international financial architecture, 
peace, outer space, the digital space, major risks, and the interests of future 


generations." 


The accolades for Guterres' brilliant report (which he totally wrote all by himself, 
guys, honest!) and his brilliant idea for a summit (which he is single-handedly 
organizing all on his lonesome) continue to pour in. The Qatari and Swedish UN 
ambassadors co-wrote an op ed in Al Jazeera hailing the idea as a chance to "move 
toward a UN 2.0," and the World Future Council (yes, there is such a thing) has 
generously pledged the support of their "50 international change-makers" to 
prepare the summit. 


As the World Future Council notes: "a Summit for the Future will be essential 
towards accelerating the implementation of the SDGs and ensuring that the talks 
and discussions finally turn into actions on the ground to truly leave no one 
behind." 


MAY 2024: WHO Global Pandemic Treaty 
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Speaking of bad news for free humanity, you've probably heard me talking about 
the upcoming WHO global pandemic treaty by now. But don't worry if you haven't 
heard me talk about it, because you certainly will hear me talk about it more in the 
future. 


In case you haven't heard of it yet, the next big push in global biopolitics is the call 
for a global pandemic treaty to further abrogate national sovereignty and to hand 
more power to the WHO to dictate global health policy in the name of stopping the 
next scamdemic. As I've stressed several times now, just as 9/11 was merely the 
public unveiling of the new "war on terror" governance paradigm, the COVID 


scamdemic was merely the public unveiling of the new "biosecurity" governance 
paradigm. It is this proposed global pandemic treaty that will start to hardwire that 
new governance paradigm into place, much like the PATRIOT Act began to 
hardwire the terror paradigm in place in the US. 


The campaign pushing the formation of this treaty relies on an obvious Problem - 
Reaction - Solution narrative to nudge the public into accepting the next steps in 
the biosecurity agenda. 


e Problem: The WHO "failed" miserably in stopping the COVID "pandemic" 
from "ravaging the world." 


e Reaction: We need a global health organization with teeth! 


e Solution: A global pandemic treaty must be signed to hand more power to 
the WHO. 


Once you realize that all proposals for giving more power to a small clique of 
unaccountable bureaucrats is introduced in this way—"you never want a serious 
crisis go to waste" as Rahm Emmanuel infamously observed—the manipulation 
becomes obvious. An "independent panel" set up to "review" the "problem" of the 
WHO's "failed" response to the scamdemic delivered a report in January that—to 
the surprise of absolutely no one—concluded that "the WHO's ability to enforce its 
advice, or enter countries to investigate the source of disease outbreaks, is severely 
curtailed" and thus new rules need to be set up at the global level to give the WHO 
more power to police the world for health threats. They even called it the WHO's 
“Chernobyl moment," implying that it should use this "disaster" as a chance to 
implement fundamental reforms. 


This supposedly "independent" report provides perfect cover for the globalists to 
conclude a new pandemic treaty that will either expand, reform, revise or override 
the existing International Health Regulations, the 2005 treaty which itself gave the 
WHO unprecedented power to declare a "Public Health Emergency of International 
Concern" and to intervene in the affairs of sovereign nations in the name of 
combating perceived health threats. 


Details of precisely what such a treaty will involve—or even what form it will take— 
are still maddeningly vague. The proposed new treaty would be, in UN jargon, an 
"instrument," of which there are three types: recommendations, conventions and 
regulations. Regulations (like the International Health Regulations of 2005) are 
automatically legally binding for all 194 WHO member states unless they explicitly 
object. Measures that could be ontained in such a treaty may include "the sharing 
of data and genome sequences of emerging viruses and rules on equitable vaccine 
distribution" and a "One Health approach" that "connects the health of humans, 


animals and the planet." 
In other words, the usual globalist claptrap. 


One hardly needs to be a conspiracy realist to understand how such mushy- 
sounding goodness and gumdrops from the WHO could be used to implement a 
very dark biosecurity agenda. Whatever the specifics, you can bet your bottom 
dollar that all of the worst aspects of biomedical tyranny—from new regulations to 
rush experimental medical interventions through human trials in the event of a 
declared emergency to the standardization of vaccine passports—will be topics of 
discussion when the negotiations on the treaty begin in earnest. 


Don't worry, though, you can still let your voice be heard! The WHO has even 
opened up a special page on their website to allow public comment on the potential 
treaty! 


... Of course, they're not interested in hearing whether or not people actually want 
such a treaty in the first place, only what the hoi polloi feel should be included in 
such a treaty. Specifically, they're asking: 


“What substantive elements do you think should be included in a new 
international instrument on pandemic preparedness and response?” 


And even then, they're not looking to hear from everyone. In fact, they have an 
entire page laying out the terms and conditions by which you can submit a 
comment in the first place, including stipulations that those wishing to comment 
"Refrain from making any statements unrelated to the topic at hand," that they 
present their comments "in a respectful manner, free of any profanity, ad hominem 
attacks, vulgarity, or other inappropriate language" and that they "declare the 
entity [they] represent and any other affiliations, engagement, or roles relevant to 
the public hearings or to WHO, in light of its mandate." Oh, and please keep in 
mind "that WHO is not able to ensure that all interested parties will be able to 
participate in the public hearings, and that thus WHO does not make any 
commitment or undertaking to allow you to participate in the public hearings." 


But other than that, they totally want to hear from you. 


... Oh, wait. Scratch that. The deadline for the public to submit their comments 
has already passed. I guess we're too late. Hmmm, perhaps we should have 
consulted the globalist calendar sooner. 
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Episode 356 - To 5 "Conspiracy Theories" 
That Turned Out To Be True 
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We all know the old trope of the tinfoil hat-wearing conspiracy theorist who believes crazy 
things like "the government is spying on us" and "the military is spraying things in the sky" 
and "the CIA ships in the drugs." 


Except those things aren't so crazy after all. As it turns out, many of the old "conspiracy theorist" 
fantasies are actually true. 


Here are five examples of things that were once derided as zany conspiracy paranoia and are now 
accepted as mundane historical fact. 


#1 - The CIA Ships in the Drugs 


The Central Intelligence Agency, the most well-known branch of America's shadowy intelligence 
community, features in a number of popular conspiracy theories. One of the theories about the 
CIA's dirty dealings that has been around for decades is that the agency helps bring illegal drugs 
into the United States. 


But this isn't just a theory. In fact, the CIA has been involved in drug-running from its very 
inception. 


Just months after its creation in 1947, the agency began a relationship with the Corsican mafia that 
controlled the Old Port of Marseille in post-war France. That relationship involved a quid pro quo: 
The CIA would protect the mafia if the mafia would keep the communists from taking control of the 
port. In this case, "protecting the mafia" meant protecting their most lucrative business, which just 
happened to be smuggling heroin into the United States. This "French Connection" thrived for 


decades, with the majority of the heroin in the US in the post-war period coming via France under 
the watchful eye of the CIA. 


From the Korean War to the Vietnam War and beyond, CIA-supported warlords used CIA-run 
airlines like Air America to ship heroin from the "Golden Triangle" at the borders of Thailand, Laos, 
and Myanmar. As even The New York Times reported, the agency prevented the Bureau of Narcotics 
and Dangerous Drugs from monitoring drug trafficking in the region. They even stopped an 
investigation into "an Air America DC-3 loaded with heroin packed into boxes of Tide soap 
powder" that had been seized on its way to the US. 


In the 1980s, yet more agency involvement in drug smuggling rings came to light. This time it was 
drug traffickers connected to the Contras in Nicaragua that received help from the agency. After the 
Contra-connected trafficking came to light, a Senate investigation headed by Senator John Kerry 
confirmed government complicity in the drug trade. 


BOB MCKEOWN: As for the CIA, it's denied ever aiding or condoning drug 
smuggling. 


JOHN KERRY: Reports were reaching the highest councils of our government, in the 
White House and in the Justice Department. There is no question of that. I can 
document that. 


MCKEOWN: The White House and Justice Department disputed Kerry's report at the 


time. But he still believes some government officials turned a blind eye towards drug 
dealing in the mid-1980s, after the time at the heart of Gary Webb's stories. 


SOURCE: A Crack in the Story — NBC Dateline (13 June 1997) 


In the 1990s, award-winning journalist Gary Webb traced the Contras' CIA-protected backers to 
cocaine shipments into the US, and, ultimately, to the crack epidemic of the 1980s. 


Stories of CIA drug-running continue to be covered up almost as quickly as they are exposed, from 
the CIA Beech 200 that was apprehended in Nicaragua with 1100 kilos of cocaine to the crash of a 
Grumman Gulfstream II that had been used for CIA rendition flights that was carrying 3.3 tons of 
Columbian cocaine. Then there's the CIA's relationship with Afghan drug warlord Ahmed Wali 
Karzai in Afghanistan and the admission that the Sinaloa cartel was aided by US agencies and the 
recent confession that famed Columbian drug king Pablo Escobar worked for the CIA. 


At this point, the fact that the Central Intelligence Agency has facilitated drug-running into the 
United States is one of the worst kept secrets in history. 


MICHAEL RUPPERT: I will tell you, Director Deutch, as a former Los Angeles 
police narcotics detective that the agency has dealt drugs throughout this country for a 
long time. 


SOURCE: Michael Ruppert Confronts CIA Director John Deutch 


#2 - The government is spraying us from the skies 


It is incumbent on everyone who wishes to remain in the respectable, polite circles of society that 
they deride all chemtrail theorists as kooky fringe-nut wingbats (or whatever the ad hominem du 


jour is). I mean, who could actually believe that the government would ever coordinate a program 
to spray toxic chemicals on unwitting citizens? 


Except, of course, for the pesky little fact that the US government has done precisely that. 
Repeatedly, in fact. 


Like in the San Francisco Bay Area in 1950. The US Navy conducted an experiment they code- 
named "Operation Sea-Spray," in which they secretly sprayed the population with Serratia 
marcescens, a "rod-shaped gram-negative bacteria" that just happens to be a human pathogen. 


And what did the Navy hope to accomplish with this experiment? Why, to "determine the 
susceptibility of a big city like San Francisco to a bioweapon attack by terrorists," of course. 


And what did they actually accomplish? The death of at least one person and the hospitalization of 
many others. 


Which, I suppose, answers the experimenters’ question, doesn't it? Are San Franciscans susceptible 
to a bioweapon attack by terrorists? Well, yes, evidently . . . assuming by the word "terrorist" you 
mean the US Navy. 


So surely this type of thing was just a one-off. They never tried something like this before or since, 
right? ... Right? 
... Oh, of course they did. 


Like in 1953, when "the US Army secretly dumped a carcinogen on unknowing Canadians in 
Winnipeg and Alberta” as part of a cold war weapons test. 


In fact, in 1977 the US Army confirmed that they "conducted 239 germ warfare tests in open air 
between 1949 and 1969," using the public as human guinea pigs in New York, San Francisco, Key 
West, and numerous other cities. 


But don't worry, everyone. I'm sure the government wouldn't be doing anything like this to the 
unaware masses today. That's just crazy talk. 


JEFF FERRELL: KSLA News 12 discovered chemtrails are even mentioned by name 
in the initial draft of House Bill 2977 back in 2001 under the Space Preservation Act. 
But the military denies any such program exists. Jeff Ferrell, KSLA News 12 reporting. 


ANCHOR: And you know it turns out [that] until nine years ago the government had 
the right under US law to conduct secret testing on the American public under specific 
conditions. Only a public outcry repealed part of that law, with some exceptions. 


SOURCE: KSLA News 12 report on chemtrails 


#3 - Governments stage terror attacks 


Over the last decade internet conspiracy analysts have brought the term "false flag" to the public 
consciousness. 


In naval warfare, a “false flag” refers to an attack where a vessel flies a flag other than their true 
battle flag before engaging their enemy. It is a trick, designed to deceive the enemy about the true 
nature and origin of an attack, and it has been used over and over by government after government 
for hundreds of years in order to motivate their people for war. 


In the 1780s, Swedish King Gustav I1]—looking to start a war with Russia in order to shore up his 
own domestic political power—dressed some of his own troops in Russian military uniforms and 
ordered them to attack a Swedish outpost on the Russian border. The ruse worked, and the Swedes, 
outraged at this supposedly "Russian" attack, gave the king the authority to launch a "defensive" 
wal. 


In 1931, the Japanese were looking for a pretext to invade Manchuria. On September 18th of that 
year, a lieutenant in the Imperial Japanese Army detonated a small amount of TNT along a 
Japanese-owned railway in the Manchurian city of Mukden. The act was blamed on Chinese 
dissidents and used to justify the occupation of Manchuria just six months later. When the deception 
was later exposed, Japan was diplomatically shunned and forced to withdraw from the League of 
Nations. 


In 1954, the Israelis hired a number of Egyptian Jews to plant bombs in American and British 
cinemas, libraries, and other civilian targets, to be blamed on the Muslim Brotherhood or other 
malcontents. The plan, known as the Lavon Affair, was part of an effort to convince the British to 
retain their military presence in the occupied Suez Canal zone. Several bombings took place, but the 
British were ultimately forced out after Nasser nationalized the canal in 1956. 


In August 1964, the USS Maddox, a US destroyer on patrol in the Gulf of Tonkin, believed it had 
come under attack from North Vietnamese Navy torpedo boats, engaging in evasive action and 
returning fire. The incident led to the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution authorizing President Johnson to 
begin open warfare in Vietnam. It was later admitted that no attack had occurred, and in 2005 it was 
revealed that the NSA had manipulated their information to make it look like an attack had taken 
place. 


In June 1967, the Israelis attacked the USS Liberty, a US Navy technical research ship conducting 
maneuvers off the coast of Egypt. The ship was strafed relentlessly for hours in an attempt to blame 
the attack on Egypt and draw the Americans into the Six Day War, but amazingly, the crew 
managed to keep the ship afloat. In 2007, newly released NSA intercepts confirmed that the Israelis 
knew they were attacking an American ship, not an Egyptian ship as their cover story has 
maintained. 


In the fall of 1999, a wave of bloody apartment bombings swept through Russian cities, killing 293 
people and causing widespread panic. Although blamed on Chechen terrorists, later that month FSB 
agents were caught planting the exact same type of bombs as in the other blasts. The government 
claimed that the FSB bomb was part of a "security exercise," but the terror hysteria of the apartment 
bombings was used to justify Russian aggression in Chechnya and win public approval for a full- 
scale war. Russian troops entered Chechnya the next month. 


In 2001, attacks in New York and Washington are blamed on Al Qaeda as a pretext for invading 
Afghanistan. In the months leading up to the event, American negotiators had warned Afghanistan's 
Taliban that they were interested in securing right of way for proposed pipeline projects, and the US 
would achieve this with either a carpet of gold or a carpet of bombs. The Bush administration's first 
major national security directive, NSPD-9, a full-scale battle plan for the invasion of Afghanistan, 
including command and control, air and ground forces, and logistics, was drafted and sitting on the 
President's desk to be signed off on September 4, 2001, seven days before the 9/11 attacks. The 
invasion proceeded as planned in October. 


Naturally, mainstream commentators have to pretend that "false flags" and staged terror incidents 
are ludicrous flights of fancy that have no historical precedent . . . unless they're talking about one 
of their enemies, like Russia, staging a false flag incident. Then it's perfectly acceptable. 


#4 - The CIA ran mind control experiments on unwitting Americans 


Ever hear the "theory" that the government abducted people against their will and experimented on 
them to study mind control techniques and mind-altering chemicals? Well, it isn't a theory, it's a 
documented fact. The US government did run just such a program, dubbed Project MKULTRA, and 
it was exposed in the 1970s. . . or at least parts of it were. 


What we don't know about Project MKULTRA and its affiliated subprojects could probably fill 
several warehouses with books, but what we do know is voluminous (and scary) enough. The 
formerly top-secret program was as horrific as any dystopian fantasy ever devised . . . and is now 
openly acknowledged and documented. 


Even the Wikipedia article on the subject admits that the project was completely illegal, employed 
unwitting test subjects, and attempted to "manipulate people's mental states and alter brain 
functions" through the "surreptitious administration of drugs (especially LSD) and other chemicals, 
hypnosis, sensory deprivation, isolation, verbal and sexual abuse, and other forms of torture." 


Some aspects of the MKULTRA nightmare are relatively well-known by now. 


One series of experiments, presided over by Sidney Gottlieb, involved administering LSD to 
unwitting Americans, including mental patients, prisoners, drug addicts and prostitutes. This 
included "Operation Midnight Climax" in which unsuspecting men were drugged and lured to CIA 
safe houses by prostitutes on the CIA payroll. Their sexual activity was monitored behind one-way 
mirrors and used to study the effect of sexual blackmail and the use of mind-altering substances in 
field operations. 


Another experiment, dubbed MKULTRA Subproject 68, was overseen by the esteemed psychiatrist 
Dr. Ewen Cameron. This subproject involved Dr. Cameron using LSD, paralytic drugs, electroshock 
therapy and drug-induced comas to attempt to wipe patients' memories and reprogram their psyche. 
When brought to light, the program was identified as an attempt to refine methods of medical 
torture for the purpose of extracting information from unwilling sources and condemned. Lawsuits 
regarding the blatantly illegal experimentation conducted by Cameron continue to this day. 


Yet despite CIA assurances that the program was scrapped in 1973 ("Would the CIA ever lie to 
us?"), documentary evidence continues to emerge that the program was far more extensive and 
horrific than the public was ever told. 


But simply pointing to the documented horrors that took place during the officially acknowledged 
period of the officially acknowledged program's officially acknowledged existence is enough to 
make even the most stubborn conspiracy deniers squirm in their seats. 


MELISSA DYKES: MKULTRA would mostly be remembered for its drug 
experiments. 


DOCTOR: I'm going to give you this cup that contains lysergic acid 100 micrograms. 
Will you drink it. 


NARRATOR: That's "acid." Characterized by hallucinations, illusions, distortions of 
perception and thinking. 


NEWS ANCHOR: John Gittinger, recently retired chief psychologist for the CIA. 


GITTINGER: You could disable a whole city by putting a very small amount in our 
water supply. 


DYKES: Everything from prostitution studies to poisons to top-secret weapons like the 
heart attack gun grabbed headlines with sensational accounts of the CIA's sketchy 
techniques. 


SENATOR: You've brought with you some of those devices which would have enabled 
the CIA to use this poison for... 


CIA REPRESENTATIVE: We have indeed. 
SENATOR: ... for killing people? 


NEWS ANCHOR 2: Good evening. The White House disclosed today that the CIA's 
drug testing program on unsuspecting Americans had been more expensive than the 
agency had admitted. 


SPEAKER: ... CIA secretly funneled money through scores of research foundations, 
colleges, hospitals, and clinics, including a $375,000 grant through the Geeshickter 
Research Fund here in Washington. 


DYKES: The complex and compartmentalized management of such a large project 
through front groups and with the participation of countless agencies and institutions to 
carry out secret research should be a testament to just how sophisticated and shadowy 
government science had become. 


SPEAKER 2: They're names of doctors, they're names of officials, they're names of 
former and present CIA officials who were involved, they're names of hospitals. And 
depending on how you treat it, it could be sensational. 


SOURCE: The Minds of Men | Official Documentary by Aaron & Melissa Dykes 


#5 - Chemicals are turning the friggin’ frogs . . . female 


You've probably seen the memes about it. It's one of the best known and most parodied conspiracy 
memes of recent years, constantly held up as an example of how utterly deranged and off base- 
online conspiracy theorists are. *MEME. After all, everyone knows that chemicals in the water 
aren't turning the frogs gay. They're turning them female. 


Reports began to emerge on this phenomenon a decade ago, like this one from LiveScience: 
"Pesticide Turns Male Frogs into Females," which points out that scientific research is 
demonstrating that "a commonly used pesticide known as atrazine can turn male frogs into females 
that are successfully able to reproduce." 


Atrazine, it turns out, is a weed killer used primarily on com crops, and can cause "sexual 
abnormalities" in frogs, such as hermaphroditism (having both male and female sex organs). The 


study from 2010 further discovered that atrazine’s effects are long-lasting and can influence 
reproduction in amphibians. 


The results suggest that atrazine could have potentially harmful effects on populations of 
amphibians, animals that are already experiencing a global decline. And despite the steady flow of 
funny memes this observation has generated, this is no laughing matter. As study author Tyrone B. 
Hayes of the University of California, Berkeley, explains, the study suggests that atrazine—which is 
banned in Europe—could have potentially harmful effects on populations of amphibians, animals 
that are already experiencing a global decline. 


Though there's no mention of the frogs' sexual preferences, pesticides are admittedly bending the 
genders of amphibians. And to top it all off, since atrazine interferes with the production of the sex 
hormone estrogen, present in people and frogs, the findings could have implications for humans as 
well. 


But it isn't just atrazine. Over the last century, mass manufacturing of plastics and other products 
have meant that our environment is now awash in chemicals called "endocrine disrupters," which, a 
growing body of research suggests, interferes with sperm production and may impair human 
fertilization. These chemicals may be one of the reasons that sperm counts are undergoing a 
dramatic drop in developed countries and other issues with men's health, including "testicular 


cancer, undescended testes and low sperm count." 


That's actually a pretty big deal. But I guess if you want to make trendy hipsters laugh, just tell them 
these completely admitted scientific facts about the pesticides that are wreaking untold havoc on our 
environment and then do your best impression of a loud-mouthed Texan ranting about gay frogs. 
You'll have your friends in stitches. Just don't say it's a theory. 


In Conclusion... 


In truth, there are many more examples of conspiracy "theories" that turned out to be true, from the 
US government knowingly injecting poor black sharecroppers with syphilis to the CIA heart attack 
gun to the "anonymous" letter that the FBI wrote to Martin Luther King urging him to kill himself. 
So, what other not-so-theoretical conspiracy theories do you know of? Let us know in the comments 
below! 


Episode 396 — Bioethics and the New Eugenics 


TRANSCRIPT 


Bioethics is the study of the moral issues arising from medicine, biology and the life sciences. 


At first glance, bioethics might seem like just another branch of ethical philosophy where 
academics endlessly debate other academics about how many angels dance on the head of a pin in 
far-out, science fiction like scenarios. 


PAUL ROOT WOLPE: Imagine what’s going to happen when we have a memory pill. 
First of all, you don’t have to raise your hand but let’s be honest: who here’s going to 
take it? 


SOURCE: Memory Enhancing Drugs: Subject of “Arms” Race? 


MICHAEL SANDEL: I’ve read of a sport—it’s a variant of polo that is I think played 
in Afghanistan if I’m not mistaken—where the people ride on horses. Is it horses or 
camels? I don’t know which. And they use a—it’s a dead goat or something—to, I don’t 
know, whack the polo ball or whatever it is. Now it’s a dead—I think it’s a goat. Maybe 
someone knows who studies sociology about this. So it’s not that the goat is 
experiencing pain. It’s dead already. And yet there is something grim about that practice, 
wouldn’t you agree? And yet it’s not that the interests of that goat are somehow not 
being considered. Let’s assume it was killed painlessly before the match began. 


SOURCE: The Ethical Use of Biotechnology: Debating the Science of Perfecting 


Humans 


MOLLY CROCKETT: What if I told you that a pill could change your judgement of 
what is right and what is wrong. Or what if I told you that your sense of justice could 
depend on what you had for breakfast this morning. You’re probably thinking by now 
this sounds like science fiction, right? 


SOURCE: TEDxZurich — Molly Crockett — Drugs and morals 


But the bioethicists cannot be dismissed so lightly. Their ideas are being used by governments to 
assert control over people’s bodies and to enforce that control in increasingly nightmarish ways. 


ARCHELLE GEORGIOU: Lithium is a medication that in prescription doses treats 
mood disorders in people with bipolar disorder or manic-depressive illness. And what 
these researchers found in Japan is that lithium is present in trace amounts in the normal 
water supply in some communities and in those communities they have a lower suicide 
rate. And so they’re really investigating whether trace amounts of lithium can just 
change the mood in a community enough to really in a positive way without having the 
bad effects of lithium to really affect the mood and decrease the suicide rate very 
interesting concept. 


SOURCE: Lithium May Be Added To Our Water Supply 


GATES: You’re raising tuitions at the University of California as rapidly as they [sic] 
can and so the access that used to be available to the middle class or whatever is just 
rapidly going away. That’s a trade-off society’s making because of very, very high 
medical costs and a lack of willingness to say, you know, “Is spending a million dollars 
on that last three months of life for that patient—would it be better not to lay off those 
10 teachers and to make that trade off in medical cost?” But that’s called the “death 
panel” and you’re not supposed to have that discussion. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates: End-of-Life Care vs. Saving Teachers’ Jobs 


Even a short time ago, talk about medicating the public through the water supply or enacting death 
panels for the elderly still seemed outlandish. But now that the world is being plunged into hysteria 
over the threat of pandemics and overburdened health care systems, these previously 
unspeakable topics are increasingly becoming part of the public debate. 


What many do not know, however, is that the seemingly benign academic study of bioethics has its 
roots in the dark history of eugenics. With that knowledge, the dangers inherent in entrusting some 
of the most important discussions about the life, death and health of humanity in the hands of a 
select few become even more apparent. 


This is a study of Bioethics and the New Eugenics. 
You are tuned in to The Corbett Report. 


On November 10, 2020, Joe Biden announced the members of a coronavirus task force that would 

advise his transition team on setting COVID-19-related policies for the Biden administration. That 

task force included Dr. Ezekiel Emanuel, a bioethicist and senior fellow at the Center for American 
Progress. 


JOE BIDEN: So that’s why today I’ve named the COVID-19 Transition Advisory 
Board comprised of distinguished public health experts to help our transition team 
translate the Biden-Harris COVID-19 plan into action. A blueprint that we can put in 
place as soon as Kamala and I are sworn into office on January 20th, 2021. 


SOURCE: President-elect Biden Delivers Remarks on Coronavirus Pandemic 


ANCHOR: We’ve learned that a doctor from our area is on the president-elect’s task 
force. Eyewitness News reporter Howard Monroe picks up the story. 


THOMAS FARLEY: I know he’s a very bright, capable guy and i think that’s a great 
choice to represent doctors in general in addressing this epidemic. 


HOWARD MONROE: Philadelphia health commissioner Dr. Thomas Farley this 
morning on Eyewitness News. He praised president-elect Joe Biden’s transition team for 
picking Dr. Ezekiel Emanuel to join his coronavirus task force. He is the chair of the 
Department of Medical Ethics and Health Policy at the University of Pennsylvania. 


SOURCE: UPenn Dr. Ezekiel Emanuel To Serve On President-Elect Biden’s 
Coronavirus Task Force 


That announcement meant very little to the general public, who likely only know Emanuel as a 
talking head on tv panel discussions or as the brother of former Obama chief of staff and ex-mayor 
of Chicago, Rahm Emanuel. But for those who have followed Ezekiel Emanuel’s career as a 
bioethicist and his history of advocating controversial reforms of the American health care system, 
his appointment was an ominous sign of things to come. 


He has argued that the Hippocratic Oath is obsolete and that it leads to doctors believing that they 
should do everything they can for their patients rather than letting them die to focus on higher 
priorities. He has argued that people should choose to die at age 75 to spare society the burden of 
looking after them in old age. As a health policy advisor to the Obama administration he helped 
craft the Affordable Care Act, which fellow Obamacare architect Jonathan Gruber admitted was 
only passed thanks to the stupidity of the American public. 


JONATHAN GRUBER: OK? Just like the people—transparency—lack of 
transparency is a huge political advantage. And basically, you know, call it the stupidity 
of the American voter or whatever, but basically that was really critical to getting the 
thing to pass. 


SOURCE: 3 Jonathan Gruber Videos: Americans “Too Stupid to Understand” 
Obamacare 


During the course of the deliberations over Obamacare, the issue of “death panels” arose. Although 
the term “death panel” was immediately lampooned by government apologists in the media, the 
essence of the argument was one that Emanuel has long advocated: appointing a body or council to 
ration health care, effectively condemning those deemed unworthy of medical attention to death. 


ROB MASS: When I first heard about you it was in the context of an article you wrote 
right around the time that the Affordable Care Act was under consideration. And the 
article was entitled “Principles for the Allocation of Scarce Medical Interventions.” I 
don’t know how many of you remember there was a lot of talk at the time about [how] 
this new Obamacare was going to create death panels. And he wrote an article which I 
thought should have been required reading for the entire country about how rationing 
medical care—you think that that’s going to start with with the Affordable Care Act? 
Medical care is rationed all the time and it must be rationed. Explain that. 


EZEKIEL EMANUEL: So there are two kinds of “rationing,” you might say. One is 
absolute scarcity leading to rationing and that’s when we don’t simply don’t have 
enough of something and you have to choose between people. We do that with organs 
for transplantation. We don’t have enough. Some people will get it, other people won’t 
and, tragically, people will die. Similarly if we ever have a flu pandemic—not if but 
when we have a flu pandemic—we’re not going to have enough vaccine, we’re not 
going to have enough respirators, we’re not going to have enough hospital beds. We’re 
just going to have to choose between people. 


SOURCE: Dr. Zeke Emanuel: Oncologist and Bioethicist 


When the debate is framed as an impersonal imposition of economic restraint over the deployment 
of scarce resources, it is easy to forget the real nature of the idea that Emanuel is advocating. 
Excluded from these softball interviews is the implicit question of who gets to decide who is worthy 
of medical attention. Emanuel’s various proposals over the years, and those of his fellow 
bioethicists, have usually supposed that some government-appointed but somehow “independent” 


board of bioethicists, economists and other technocrats, should be entrusted with these life-and- 
death decisions. 


If this idea seems familiar, it’s because it has a long and dark history that harkens back to the 
eugenicists who argued that only the “fittest” should be allowed to breed, and anyone deemed 
“unfit” by the government-appointed boards—presided over by the eugenicists—should be 
sterilized, or, in extreme cases, put to death. 


GEORGE BERNARD SHAW: [.. .] But there are an extraordinary number of people 
whom I want to kill. Not in any unkind or personal spirit, but it must be evident to all of 
you — you must all know half a dozen people, at least—who are no use in this world. 
Who are more trouble than they are worth. And I think it would be a good thing to make 
everybody come before a properly appointed board, just as he might come before the 
income tax commissioner, and, say, every five years, or every seven years, just put him 
there, and say: “Sir, or madam, now will you be kind enough to justify your existence?” 


SOURCE: George Bernard Shaw talking about capital punishment 


This is the exact same talk of “Life Unworthy of Life” that was employed in Nazi Germany as 
justification for their Aktion T4 program, which resulted in over 70,000 children, senior citizens 
and psychiatric patients being murdered by the Nazi regime. 


In 2009, author and researcher Anton Chaitkin confronted Ezekiel Emanuel about this genocidal 
idea. 


MODERATOR: So we'll do the same format. It’ll be three minutes and then time for 
questions. We’ll start with Mr. Chaitkin. 


ANTON CHAITKIN: [My name is] Anton Chaitkin. I’m a historian and the history 
editor for Executive Intelligence Review. 


President Obama has put in place a reform apparatus reviving the euthanasia of Hitler 
Germany in 1939 that began the genocide there. The apparatus here is to deny medical 
care to elderly, chronically ill and poor people and thus save, as the president says, two 
to three trillion dollars by taking lives considered “not worthy to be lived” as the Nazi 
doctors said. 


Dr. Ezekiel Emanuel and other avowed cost-cutters on this panel also lead a propaganda 
movement for euthanasia headquartered at the Hastings Center, of which Dr. Emanuel is 
a fellow. They shape public opinion and the medical profession to accept a death 
culture, such as the Washington state law passed in November to let physicians help kill 
patients whose medical care is now rapidly being withdrawn in the universal health 
disaster. Dr. Emmanuel’s movement for bioethics and euthanasia and this council’s 
purpose directly continue the eugenics movement that organized Hitler’s killing of 
patients and then other costly and supposedly “unworthy” people. 


Dr. Emanuel wrote last October 12 that a crisis, war and financial collapse would get the 
frightened public to accept the program. Hitler told Dr. Brandt in 1935 that the 
euthanasia program would have to wait until the war began to get the public to go along. 
Dr. Emanuel wrote last year that the hippocratic oath should be junked; doctors should 
no longer just serve the needs of the patient. Hoche and Binding, the German 
eugenicists, exactly said the same thing to start the killing. 


You on the council are drawing up the procedures to be used to deny care which will kill 
millions if it goes ahead in the present world crash. You think perhaps the backing of 
powerful men, financiers, will shield you from accountability, but you are now in the 
spotlight. 


Disband this council and reverse the whole course of this nazi revival now. 


SOURCE: Obama’s Genocidal Death Panel Warned by Tony Chaitkin 


It should come as no surprise, then, that Emanuel emerged last year as the lead author of a New 
England Journal of Medicine article advocating for rationing COVID-19 care that was later adopted 
by the Canadian Medical Association. The paper, “Fair Allocation of Scarce Medical 
Resources in the Time of Covid-19,” was written by Emanuel and a team of 
prominent bioethicists and discusses “the need to ration medical equipment 
and interventions” during a pandemic emergency. 


Their recommendations include removing treatment from patients who are elderly and/or less likely 
to survive, as these people divert scarce medical resources from younger patients or from those with 
more promising prognoses. Although the authors refrain from using the term, the necessity of 
setting up a “death panel” to determine who should or should not receive treatment is implicit in the 
proposal itself. 


In normal times, this would have been just another scholarly discussion of a theoretical situation. 
But these are not normal times. As Canadian researcher and medical writer Rosemary Frei 
documented at the time, the declared COVID crisis meant the paper quickly went from abstract 
proposal to concrete reality. 


JAMES CORBETT: Let’s get back to that question about hospital care rationing, 
which is such an important part of this story. And it’s one of those things that when you 
read it at a surface level at first glance sounds reasonable enough, but the more that you 
look into it I think it becomes more horrifying. 


And you quote, for example, specifically a March 23rd paper, “Fair Allocation of Scarce 
Medical Resources in the Time of Covid-19,” which was published in the prestigious 
New England Journal of Medicine, which calls for “maximizing the number of patients 
that survived treatment with a reasonable life expectancy.” Which, again, I would say 
sounds reasonable at first glance. Yes, of course we want to maximize the number of 
patients that survive. What’s wrong with that? 


So what can you tell us about this paper and the precedent that it’s setting here. 


ROSEMARY FREI: Well it’s all of a sudden changing the rules in terms of saying, 
“Well, the most important thing is that it’s the older people get a lower place in terms of 
triaging.” 


And I point out in my article, also, that Canadians have a lot of experience with SARS 
because we had that—there were a significant number of deaths in Ontario because of 
it. And there were people from Toronto who had direct experience with SARS—which 
of course is (ostensibly, at least) a cousin with the novel coronavirus—who wrote 
triaging guidelines, or at least an ethical framework for how to triage during a pandemic 
—this was in 2006—they didn’t mention age at all. And here we are 14 years later, 


every single set of guidelines, including this really important New England Journal of 
Medicine paper say, “Well, age is an important criterion.” And this is what’s interesting. 


So this paper is really important because—and also the Journal of the American Medical 
Association, which is the official organ, I would say, of the American Medical 
Association says the same thing: it’s age. So they’re all stepping in line and then the 
Canadian Medical Association said, “Oh, we don’t have time to put our own guidelines 
together so we’ll just use this one from the New England Journal of Medicine.” To me, 
that’s astonishing. 


When I was a medical writer and journalist, I did some work helping various—one 
particular organization: the Canadian Thoracic Society, which does, you know, chest 
infections and stuff. I helped them put together guidelines. There’s a whole big set of 
organizations for every single specialty for creating guidelines. Yet, “Oh! 

We don’t have time to put together this—” And also, I mean Canada had a lot of 
experience with SARS, so we had a lot of this background. Yet, “Oh, we can’t do so it!” 
So they gave totally—they, quote, they said we have to go with the recommendations 
from the New England Journal of Medicine. 


SOURCE: How the High Death Rate in Care Homes Was Created on Purpose 


That bioethicists like Emanuel are writing papers that are changing the rules for rationing health 
care in the midst of a generated crisis should hardly be surprising for someone whose brother 
infamously remarked that you should never let a good crisis go to waste. 


RAHM EMANUEL: You never want a serious crisis to go to waste. And what I mean 
by that, it’s an opportunity to do things you think you could not do before. 


SOURCE: Rahm Emanuel on the Opportunities of Crisis 


But from a broader perspective, it is not at all surprising that the concept of “death panels” has been 
effectively smuggled in through the back door by the bioethicists. 


In fact, when you start documenting the history of bioethics, you discover that this is exactly what 
this field of study is meant to do: Frame the debate about hot button issues so that eugenicist ideals 
and values can be mainstreamed in society and enacted in law. From abortion to euthanasia, 
there isn’t a debate in the medical field that wasn’t preceded by some 
bioethicist or bioethics institute preparing the public for a massive change in 
mores, values and laws. 


That research into the history of bioethics leads one to the doorstep of the Hastings Center, a 
nonprofit research center that, according to its website, “was important in establishing the field of 
bioethics.” The founding director of the Hastings Center, Theodosius Dobzhansky, was a chairman 
of the American Eugenics Society from 1969 to 1975. Meanwhile, Hastings cofounder Daniel 
Callahan—who has admitted to relying on Rockefeller Population Council and UN Population 
Fund money in the early days of the center’s work—served as a director of the American Eugenics 
Society (rebranded as The Society for the Study of Social Biology) from 1987 to 1992. 


As previous Corbett Report guest Anton Chaitkin has extensively documented, there is a line of 
historical continuity connecting the promotion of eugenics in America by the Rockefeller family in 
the early 20th century to the creation of the Hastings Center in the late 20th century. The Center, 


Chaitkin points out, was fostered by the Rockefeller-founded Population Council as a front for 
pushing the eugenics agenda—including abortion, euthanasia and the creation of death panels— 
under the guise of “bioethics.” 


CHAITKIN: Eugenics practices that we saw and discussions and preparations for 
eugenics, which were going on in the United States in the early 1920s and earlier going 
back to the late 19th century—those discussions were carried over—and the same 
discussions and preparations in England—were carried over into Nazi Germany. After 
the war—after World War II—people who had participated in these movements wanted 
to keep the eugenics idea alive and with the backing of particularly the Rockefeller 
Foundation—which had backed Nazi eugenics before World War II in Europe—they set 
up a population control movement that overlapped with the Eugenics Society and with 
eugenics ideas. And out of that combination of eugenics and population control was 
born the institutes and programs which are today at the heart of what’s called 
“bioethics,” where you decide—so, supposedly decide—ethical questions in a medical 
practice based on supposedly limited resources. 


So it’s a completely phony and morally disgusting field in general. It’s ill-born at the 
root of it and it’s a practice which has never confronted—in the medical community and 
in the academic community that has this as part of its, you know, its practice—they’ve 
never confronted the basis for the existence of this “bioethics.” 


SOURCE: Anton Chaitkin on the Eugenics / Euthanasia Agenda 


The history of bioethics connects the Rockefeller funding behind the first wave of American 
eugenics, the Rockefeller funding behind the Kaiser Wilhelm Institutes and the Nazi-era German 
eugenics program, and the Rockefeller funding behind the Population Council, the Hastings Center 
and other centres for post-war “crypto-eugenics” research. As a result, it is perhaps not surprising to 
find that many of the most well-known and most controversial bioethicists working today are 
associated with the Hastings Center. 


Take Ezekiel Emanuel himself. In addition to being a senior fellow at the John Podesta-founded 
Center for American Progress—which was accused in a 2013 expose from The Nation of 
maintaining “a revolving door” with the Obama administration and running a pay-for-play 
operation for various industry lobbyists—Emanuel is also a Hastings Center fellow. In fact, 
Emanuel’s career as a bioethicist was kickstarted by a November 1996 article in The Hastings 
Center Report, which—after praising Daniel Callahan’s attempts to inject a debate about the goals 
of medicine into the discussion of health care—highlighted a point on which both liberals and 
communitarians can agree: “services provided to individuals who are irreversibly prevented from 
being or becoming participating citizens are not basic and should not be guaranteed.” For “an 
obvious example” of this principle in action, Emanuel then cites “not guaranteeing health services 
to patients with dementia.” 


Just last year, The Hastings Center hosted an online discussion about “What Values Should Guide 
Us” when considering COVID-19 pandemic restrictions in the United States, during which 
Emanuel opined that big tech was not doing enough to share data about users’ movements with 
governments and researchers: 


EMANUEL: I have to say I’ve actually found Big Tech totally unhelpful so far in this. 
It’s hard for me to see that they’ve done something really, really helpful in this regard 
when it comes to COVID-19. They have lots of capacity. Believe me: Facebook already 


knows who you interact with on a regular basis; how close you’ve gotten to them; when 
you leave your house; which stores you go into. Google does the same. And they have 
not used this data. Maybe they’re afraid that people are going to be all upset, but they 
haven’t even been willing to give it to someone else to use in an effective manner. And I 
think either they’re going to become irrelevant in this process or they’re going to have 
to step up and actually be contributory to solving this problem. 


SOURCE: Re-Opening the Nation: What Values Should Guide Us? 


Or take Hastings Center fellow and University of Wisconsin-Madison bioethics professor Norman 
Fost, who, in addition to questioning whether it is “important that organ donors be dead” in the 
Kennedy Institute of Ethics Journal, made the case for involuntary sterilization—the hallmark of the 
now universally denounced American eugenics program—at a 2013 panel discussion on 
“Challenging Cases in Clinical Ethics.” 


NORMAN FOST: On the sterilization thing, if his sexual behavior can be attenuated so 
that he’s not a risk of impregnating anybody that would be the best thing. But I don’t 
think we should rule out sterilization as being in his interest also, as well as potential 
victims of his sexual assault. 


I think sterilization has a bad reputation in America because of the eugenic sterilization 
of a hundred thousand or more people with developmental disabilities, most of them 
inappropriate. But the overreaction to that . . . and Wisconsin leads the way at 
overreacting to that. We have a Supreme Court decision that says you can never sterilize 
a minor until the legislature gives us permission to do it and they never will and that’s 
not in the interest of a lot of kids with developmental disabilities for whom procreation 
would be a disaster—that is pregnancy or inflicting a pregnancy. 


So if it’s the case that this fella is never going to be capable of being a parent . . . and I 
can’t tell quite that from the limited history here and it may not be the case—but I just 
want to say that the country’s overreaction to sterilization—like it’s wrong, it’s always 
terrible to involuntarily sterilized somebody—is not true and it ought to be at least on 

the table as something that might be in his interest. 


SOURCE: A Conversation About Challenging Cases in Clinical Ethics 


But these discussions are not limited to the ranks of the Hastings Center. 


Take Joseph Fletcher. Dubbed a pioneer in the field of biomedical ethics by both his critics and his 
apologists, Fletcher was the first professor of medical ethics at the University of Virginia and co- 
founded the Program in Biology and Society there. In addition to his position as president of the 
Euthanasia Society of America and his work helping to establish the Planned Parenthood 
Federation, Fletcher was also a member of the American Eugenics Society. In a 1968 article in 
defense of killing babies with Down’s syndrome “or other kind|[s] of idiot[s],” Fletcher wrote: 


“The sanctity (what makes it precious) is not in life itself, intrinsically; it is only 
extrinsic and bonum per accident, ex casu — according to the situation. Compared to 
some things, the taking of life is a small evil and compared to some things, the loss of 
life is a small evil. Death is not always an enemy; it can sometimes be a friend and 
servant.” 


Or take Peter Singer. If there is any bioethicist in the world today whose name is known to the 
general public it is Peter Singer, famed for his animal liberation advocacy. Less well known to the 
public, however, are his arguments in favor of infanticide, including the notion that there is no 
relevant difference between abortion and the killing of “severely disabled infants,” positions which 
have driven his critics to call him “Son of Fletcher.” 


Although Singer is extremely careful to frame his argument for infanticide using the least 
controversial positions when speaking to the public... . 


PETER SINGER: ... So we said, “Look, the difficult decision is whether you want 
this infant to live or not.” That should be a decision for the parents and doctors to make 
on the basis of the fullest possible information about what the condition is. But once 
you’ve made that decision it should be permissible to make sure that the baby dies 
swiftly and humanely, if that’s your decision. If your decision is that it’s better that the 
child should not live, it should be possible to ensure that the child dies swiftly and 
humanely. 


And so that’s what we proposed. Now, that’s been picked up by a variety of opponents, 
both pro-life movement people and people in the militant disability movement—which 
incidentally didn’t really exist at the time we first wrote about this issue. And they’ve 
taken us as, you know, the stalking horse—the bogeyman, if you like—because we’re 
up front in saying that we think this is how we should treat these infants. 


SOURCE: The Case for Allowing Euthanasia of Severely Handicapped Infants 


... his actual writings contain much bolder assertions that would be sure to shock the sensibilities 
of the average person if they were plainly stated. In Practical Ethics, for example, intended as a text 
for an introductory ethics course, Singer dispenses with arguments about severe handicaps and birth 
defects and talks more broadly about whether it is fundamentally immoral to kill a newborn baby, 
noting that “a newborn baby is not an autonomous being, capable of making choices, and so to kill a 
newborn baby cannot violate the principle of respect for autonomy.” 


After conceding that “It would, of course, be difficult to say at what age children begin to see 
themselves as distinct entities existing over time”—noting that “Even when we talk with two or 
three year old children it is usually very difficult to elicit any coherent conception of death”—we 
could provide an “ample safety margin” for such concerns by deciding that “a full legal right to life 
comes into force not at birth, but only a short time after birth—perhaps a month.” 


Singer is by no means alone in his profession in discussing this subject. In fact, he’s just part of a 
long line of bioethicists musing about exactly where to draw the line when discussing infanticide. 


Take Alberto Giubilini and Francesca Minerva, two bioethicists working in Australia who published 
a paper titled “After-birth abortion: why should the baby live?” in The Journal of Medical Ethics in 
2012. In that paper, they explicitly defend the practice of infanticide on moral grounds, claiming 
that “The moral status of an infant is equivalent to that of a fetus,” and thus “the same reasons 
which justify abortion should also justify the killing of the potential person when it is at the stage of 
a newborn.” Lest they be mistaken for forwarding the same old argument on killing severely 
handicapped newborn babies that bioethicists have been making for decades, the two are careful to 
add that their proposal includes “cases where the newborn has the potential to have an (at least) 
acceptable life, but the well-being of the family is at risk.” 


Unlike so many other academic papers on this subject, however, this one was picked up and widely 
circulated in the popular press, with even establishment media outlets like The Guardian insisting 


that “Infanticide is repellent. Feeling that way doesn’t make you Glenn Beck.” 


Seemingly taken aback by the strong negative reaction to a scholarly article about the moral 
permissibility of killing babies, the authors of the article responded by accusing the general public 
of being too ignorant to understand the complex arguments made in the highly academic field of 
bioethics: 


When we decided to write this article about after-birth abortion we had no idea that our 
paper would raise such a heated debate. 


“Why not? You should have known!” people keep on repeating everywhere on the web. 
The answer is very simple: the article was supposed to be read by other fellow 
bioethicists who were already familiar with this topic and our arguments. Indeed, as 
Professor Savulescu explains in his editorial, this debate has been going on for 40 years. 


Whatever else may be said about the researchers’ response, this was not a dishonest defense of their 
work. Julian Savulescu, the editor of The Journal of Medical Ethics that published the article, did 
point out in his own defense of the publication that the scholarly debate about when it is permissible 
to kill babies goes back to at least the 1960s, when Francis Crick—the co-discoverer of the structure 
of DNA and an avowed eugenicist who proposed that governments should prevent the poor and 
undesirable from breeding by requiring government-issued licenses for the privilege of having a 
baby—proposed that children should only be allowed to live if, after birth, they are found to have 
met certain genetic criteria. 


Indeed, the pages of the medical ethics journals are filled with just such debates. From Dan Brock’s 
article on “Voluntary Active Euthanasia,” published in The Hastings Center Report in 1992, to John 
Hardwig’s 1997 article in the pages of The Hastings Center Report asking “Is There A Duty to 
Die?” to Hastings Center Deputy Director Nancy Berlinger’s 2008 pronouncement that “Allowing 
parents to practice conscientious objection by opting out of vaccinating their children is troubling in 
several ways,” these ethics professors toiling in a hitherto unknown and unremarked comer of 
academia are having a greater and greater effect in steering the policies that literally mean the 
difference between life and death for people around the world. 


In his prescient 1988 article on “The Return of Eugenics,” Richard J. Neuhaus observed: 


Thousands of medical ethicists and bioethicists, as they are called, professionally guide 
the unthinkable on its passage through the debatable on its way to becoming the 
justifiable until it is finally established as the unexceptionable. Those who pause too 
long to ponder troubling questions along the way are likely to be told that “the 
profession has already passed that point.” In truth, the profession is usually huffing and 
puffing to catch up with what is already being done without its moral blessing. 


Indeed, bioethicists are not, generally speaking, trained doctors, researchers or medical workers. As 
academics, they are forced to take the word of doctors and researchers at face value. But which 
doctors? Whose research? Inevitably, it will be that of the WHO, the AMA and other organizations 
whose work—as even those within its ranks admit—is not solely dictated by medical need, but by 
the arbitrary whims of the organizations’ billionaire backers. 


We are feeling the effects of this now, when these bioethics professors are held up as gurus who can 
not only provide medical advice, but actually lecture the public on which medical interventions they 
are morally obligated to undergo regardless of their own feelings about bodily autonomy. 


*CLIP (0m35s-1m27s) 


SOURCE: Emanuel: Wearing a mask should be as necessary as wearing a seatbelt 


JULIAN SAVULESCU: It’s important to recognize that mandatory vaccination would 
not be anything new. There are many mandatory policies, other coercive policies—taxes 
are a form of coercion. Seatbelts were originally voluntary and they were made 
mandatory because they both reduce the risk of death to the wearer by 50% and also to 
other occupants in the car. But importantly some people do die of seat belt injuries, but 
the benefits vastly outweigh the risks. 


Some countries in the world already have mandatory vaccination policies. In Australia 
the “no jab, no pay” policy involves withholding child care benefits if the child isn’t 
vaccinated. In Italy there are fines. And in the US children can’t attend school unless 
they’re vaccinated. All of these policies have increased vaccination rates and have been 
implementable. 


SOURCE: “Mandatory COVID-19 vaccination: the arguments for and against”: 


Julian Savulescu & Sam Vanderslott 


KERRY BOWMAN: Some form of vaccination passport is almost inevitable. With 
travel it’s virtually a given. And you look at countries like Israel is now introducing the 
green card. And all this is going on the assumption that people that have been 
vaccinated are not going to be able to spread the viruses easily, meaning they can’t 
transmit it and it’s kind of looking like my read on the science is it’s looking like that is 
the case with most of the vaccines. So that would be the question. 


Now some people say we absolutely can’t do it, like, it’s just not fair in a democratic 
society because there’s people that refuse—don’t want vaccines—and there’s people 
that can’t have vaccines. But here’s the other side of the argument: Is it really fair to the 
Canadians that have been locked down for a year when they are vaccinated—they’ re no 
longer a risk to other people—is it really fair to continue to limit their freedom? 


So you’ve kind of got those two sides of it colliding. 


SOURCE: ‘Vaccination passports’ a near certainty says bio-ethicist |COVID-19 in 


Canada 


From its inception, the field of bioethics has taken its moral cue from the card-carrying eugenicists 
who founded its core institutions. For these academicians of the eugenics philosophy, the key moral 
questions raised by modern medical advances are always utilitarian in nature: What is the value that 
forced vaccination or compulsory sterilization brings to a community? Will putting lithium in the 
water supply lead to a happier society? Does a family’s relief at killing their newborn baby 
outweigh that baby’s momentary discomfort as it is murdered? 


Implicit in this line of thinking are all of the embedded assumptions about what defines “value” and 
“happiness” and “relief” and how these abstract ideas are measured and compared. The fundamental 


utilitarian assumption that the individual’s worth can or should be measured against some arbitrarily 
defined collective good, meanwhile, is rarely (if ever) considered. 


The average person, however—largely unaware that these types of questions are even being asked 
(let alone answered) by bioethics professors in obscure academic journals—may literally perish for 
their lack of knowledge about these discussions. 


All things being equal, these types of ideas would likely be treated as they always have been: as a 
meaningless parlor game played by ivory tower academics with no power to enforce their crazy 
ideas. All things, however, are not equal. 


Perhaps taking a page from the notebook of his brother, Rahm, about the utility of crisis in effecting 
societal change, Ezekiel Emanuel declared in 2011 that “we will get health-care reform only when 
there is a war, a depression or some other major civil unrest.” He didn’t add “pandemic” to that list 
of excuses, but he didn’t have to. As the events of the past year have borne out, the public are more 
than willing to consider the previously unthinkable now that they have been told that there is a crisis 
taking place. 


Forced vaccination. Immunity passports. The erection of a biosecurity state. For the first time, the 
eugenics-infused philosophers of bioethics are on the verge of gaining real power. And the public is 
still largely unaware of the discussions that these academics have been engaged in for decades. 


At the very least, Bill Gates can relax now: We can finally have the discussion on death panels. 
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As long-time followers of The Corbett Report will know by now, the 
International Criminal Court is that ridiculous, UN-spawned kangaroo court 
in The Hague that dispenses victor's justice at the behest of its Western 
backers, spending its time exclusively prosecuting Africans and asking the 
hard questions about Gaddafi and Viagra while studiously ignoring US and 
UK and Israeli war crimes. 


Well, guess what? Embracing the "diversity, equity and inclusion" mantra 
that's all the rage in Western institutions these days, the ICC has finally 
gone out and issued an arrest warrant for a major European leader! 


... If you count Russia as a European nation, that is. 


That's right. In case you haven't heard by now, the illustrious international 
court of criminals has issued an arrest warrant for Russian President 
Vladimir Putin, accusing him of being "allegedly responsible for the war 
crime of unlawful deportation of population (children)" and of facilitating 
the "unlawful transfer of population (children) from occupied areas of 
Ukraine to the Russian Federation." 


Now, while your average news consumer is busy trying to figure out why the 
ICC can't stop bracketing the word "children," |, for one, am too busy 
applauding to ponder such peculiarities of punctuation. 


Yes! Arrest the politicians! What a brilliant idea! 


But now that we're taking the ICC's idea and running with it, we're faced 
with a new dilemma: who should we arrest? 


So today, let's put on our thinking caps, don our Saturnalian robes of justice 
and slip into our international law pants and come up with a list of 
politicians who should be rounded up and locked away forever for their 
crimes against humanity. Are you ready? 


VLADIMIR PUTIN 


Yes, ICC prosecuters, | agree! By all means, let's arrest Putin! 


.. . But not for the trumped-up, phoney-baloney charges that the ICC has 
listed in its transparently political and obviously fraudulent "won't someone 
think of the (children)!?" arrest warrant. 


In reality, of course, the ICC's warrant for Putin was based on a US State 
Department-funded report that debunked itself and it was issued by a 
prosecutor who claimed political neutrality while speaking at Ukraine 
government-organized events and yukking it up with NATO member 
officials at a donor conference in London. 


In fact, it's so obvious the ICC is in the business of selling "justice" to the 


highest bidder that even The Guardian admitted the timing of the Putin 
warrant was calculated to maximize donations to the court. (For the record, 
the incredibly cynical move worked: the ICC ended up raising nearly $5 
million from NATO countries to continue its work "holding Russia to 
account" for its war crimes in Ukraine.) 


So, no, let's not arrest Putin for those ridiculous charges. Instead, let's bring 
some charges of our own. 


For starters, we could bring him in to answer some questions about the 
Russian apartment bombings in September 1999. Then-Prime Minister Putin 
blamed the wave of bombings—which killed more than 300 people over 10 
days in five separate events—on "Chechen terrorists," using them as a 
pretext to launch the air bombing of Grozny that began the Second 
Chechen War. 


Unsurprisingly to students of the history of false flag terror, however, it 
wasn't long before agents of the Russian security service, the FSB, were 
caught red-handed planting bombs in an apartment complex in Ryazan. 
Naturally, the Kremlin claimed that the FSB agents' foiled bombing attempt 
was part of a "security exercise" and the event was promptly covered up. 
Putin, meanwhile, proceeded to milk the trauma this false flag inflicted on 
the Russian population for all it was worth. His poll numbers skyrocketed 
from 2% before the bombings to 55% afterwards and by the end of the 
year he was installed as the new President of Russia. 


Or why not arrest Putin for his whole-hearted, full-throated participation in 
the erection of the Russian biosecurity grid? 


He has, after all, actively promoted the Sputnik V clot shot vaccination 
agenda, claiming time and time again that "we need to do everything we 
can to overcome this pandemic, and the best tool we have in this fight is 
vaccination." He has repeatedly bemoaned the "insufficient" uptake of the 
clot shots by Russians, and his press secretary has declared that "any 
measures that can push more people to vaccinate are good" and "only 
vaccination saves from death." Putin even went out of his way to remind 
Russia's regional governors that they have the authority to coerce citizens 
into getting jabbed. 


He has made biosecurity a key talking point of the Russia/China alliance 
that—we are constantly assured by certain sectors of the "alternative" 
media—forms the backbone of the new power bloc intends to "oppose" the 
NATO bloc tyranny. Putin has vowed that "particular emphasis will be placed 


on the fight against the novel coronavirus infection pandemic," because this 
"ongoing pandemic" poses "a serious challenge to the fulfilment of the UN 
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development." He has even signed 
agreements with Chinese President Xi Jinping to ensure "the deepening of 
information exchange on the subject of the COVID-19 pandemic and the 
strengthening of coordination when interacting at such platforms as WHO." 


And he has not only endorsed the erection of a digital ID system in Russia, 
but he actually urged the government to fast track the development of 
such a system ("the faster, the better"), warning that "such services are 
highly in demand, and you just need to accelerate their implementation." 


Need I go on? 
Oh, OK. 


Putin signed into law a biometrics bill that was illegally rushed through the 
State Duma. Under the guise of "banning" forced collection of biometrics, 
the bill in fact greatly expands the (World Bank-endorsed) "Unified 
Biometric System" introduced by Rostelcom in 2018 for collecting 
fingerprint, facial image, voice, iris, and palm vein pattern information on 
Russian citizens and places control of that biometric data in the hands of a 
private entity. As even pro-Putin Russian alt media warns, the bill is "deeply 
unconstitutional and creates the basis for building a ‘digital concentration 
camp’ in Russia." 


Plus, Putin has collaborated with his old pal (and "former" WEF Board of 
Trustees member) Herman "Sberbank" Gref in the rollout of the country's 
biometric control grid. In 2021, Putin delivered the keynote address at 
Sber's artificial intelligence conference—"one of the main global venues for 
discussing artificial intelligence," Putin assures us—where he praised Sber's 
efforts to use Al technologies to transform "healthcare and education, 
environmental protection and agriculture, industry and transport" and 
encouraged his globalist amigo to "accelerate the digital transformation 
across the board and as soon as possible move from isolated experiments 
and pilot initiatives to end-to-end projects with Al applications." And, in 
case we didn't get the point, Putin delivered the keynote address again at 
the 2022 conference, informing us that his "next goal on the horizon of the 
current decade is to ensure broader introduction of artificial intelligence." 


So, in short: yes, arrest Putin! 


But why stop there? Since we're already pissing off the 5D-chess-playing, 


MAGA-supporting, hopium addicts in the crowd, why don't we just go the 
whole hog and arrest... 


DONALD TRUMP 


Now, before the red caps in the crowd start hyperventilating ("I always 
KNEW you were a shill, James!"): relax! Of course | don't think The Orange 
Man should be put into an orange jumpsuit over some Stormy Daniels- 
related "campaign finance violation" horsetwaddle. 


And if you think I'm talking about Russiagate then you haven't seen my 
typically entertaining and hilarious (if | do say so myself) debunking of 
Russiagate. 


No, that's all left/right, Coke/Pepsi partisan political distraction nonsense. 
Instead, let's arrest Trump for something of consequence. 


Like what? Well, how about his work against American interests in the 
service of a foreign power? 


No, I'm not talking about Russiagate, silly. As | observed back in 2017: 
"Forget Russiagate, The REAL Scandal Is Israelgate." 


Oh, you don't remember Israelgate? That's not surprising, since Russiagate 
was hyped endlessly by the same truthtelling truthsayers at the bastions of 


truthiness like CNN and MSNBC, and Israelgate was never mentioned once 
by those controlled corporate (fake) news networks. 


For those not in the know, the ouster of Michael Flynn from his role as 
Trump's national security advisor came when he "pleaded guilty to one 
count of lying to the FBI about his back-channel negotiations with the 
Russian ambassador." But what was he "negotiating" with the Russians 
about? 


Hmmm. Let me check my notes.... 


Oh, that's right! He was "negotiating" with the Russians about their vote on 
United Nations Security Council Resolution 2334. You know, the resolution 
that sought to condemn Israel's ethnic cleansing of the Palestinians? And 
what was he on the horn with his Russian counterpart about, exactly? Oh 
yeah, he was trying to twist the Russians' arm to vote "no" on the 
resolution. 


And who put him up to that task? Why, none other than the Son-in-Law-in- 
Chief, Jared Kushner, the wheeling and dealing Wunderkind whose family is 
so connected to Israel's zionist likudniks that he once let Benjamin 
Netanyahu sleep in his bed (yes, literally) and who failed to disclose that he 
led a foundation that actually funded an illegal Israeli settlement (yes, 
really). 


Oh, wait. Silly me! It seems Israelgate is all about Trump's son-in-law and has 
nothing at all to do with Trump himself. | mean, it's not like Donald J. Trump 
would ever sell out America in the interests of Israel, would he? 


OK, | guess he did move the US embassy to Jerusalem, unilaterally altering 
longstanding US foreign policy in the region to implicitly endorse Israel's 
ethnic cleansing of the Palestinians. And Donald "Make Israel Great Again" 
Trump did brag at every opportunity how he was a "true friend of Israel" 
who may be a "newcomer to politics but not to backing the Jewish state" 
and did gloat about how Israelis believe him to be "the King of Israel" and 
love him like "the second coming of God." And he did make campaign 
endorsement videos for his best pal Benjamin Netanyahu (another 
unconvicted criminal who, come to think of it, should definitely be 
arrested!). 


But he'd never sell out American interests in favour of Israel. Heaven 
forfend! | guess Kushner must've put Flynn up to that phone call all by 
himself. 


So, what else can we arrest Trump for? 


Well, how about his international war crimes in Syria? You know, the country 
that—like Obama (who should be arrested) and Bush (who should be 
arrested) before him—Trump continued to bombard for years in a 
completely illegal attempt at regime change? Or has the international 
community already forgotten about the Syria Strikes? 


Remember the Syria Strikes? Convinced by the pictures provided to him by 
the Academy Award-winning White Helmets that Assad had indeed gassed 
the "beautiful babies" of Douma and apparently unconvinced by every 
shred of available evidence that this was, in fact, yet another false flag 
perpetrated by the anti-Assad terrorists, Trump lobbed 59 Tomahawk land 
attack missiles at the country in 2017 (adding $5 billion to the bottom line 
of his buddies at Raytheon in the process). 


Or remember when Trump bragged about the "highly successful" (and 
highly illegal) raids he ordered as part of the years-long US-sponsored war 
crime in Yemen that he likewise inherited from Obama and gleefully 
expanded during his time in office? 


These are undoubtedly offences of the highest order. But if we really want 
to arrest Trump for his crimes against humanity, why don't we convict him 
for the very thing he's proudest of: his role in the scamdemic? 


Trump's loudest defenders always conveniently forget that their orange 
hero came to office on the back of his willingness to discuss the 
vaccine/autism link and his promise to appoint RFK Jr. to chair a commission 
on vaccine safety but that under his watch vaccines became the greatest 
thing since sliced bread and an RFK Jr. vaccine safety commission was off 
the table because Bill Gates told him it was a bad idea. 


They forget that it was Trump who ordered Operation Warp Speed and who 
called the MAGA jabs his "greatest achievement." 


They forget it was Trump who followed Fauci's every dictate throughout 
the course of the scamdemic and allowed the shutdown of the country at 
the behest of the "health" tyrants. 


They forget it was trump who pulled off the ultimate vaccine bait and 
switch by removing funding from the WHO ... in order to give it to Gates' 
GAVI, the vaccine alliance. 


Yes, if any world leader needs to answer for the crimes against humanity 


committed during the scamdemic, it's Trump. Can you imagine if Trump 
actually were the hero that the QAnoners believed him to be? Can you 
imagine him calling out the scamdemic for the transparent sham that it was, 
instead of actively helping facilitate the deep state's crimes? Neither can I. 


But before the intellectually challenged dupes of the left/right political 
farce go and accuse me of being some damn commie-loving pinko for 
putting Putin and Trump on the arrest list, let me go ahead and call for the 
arrest of... 


JOE BIDEN 


When it comes to Joseph Robinette Biden, Jr., 45th President of the United 
States of America, there is once again no shortage of charges to place on 
the arrest warrant. 


It would be tempting to arrest him for his incessant lying—from the Big, 
Consequential Lies (like the safe and effective injection lie and the 
pandemic of the unvaccinated lie and the economy is doing great lie) to the 
Small, Bizarre Lies. Remember when he randomly invented the story of 
playing college football for no particular reason? Or when he made up a 
story about being recruited by Golda Meir to help in the Six Day War? (Don't 
worry, though; it turns out Corn Pop was totally real.) 


But, on sober reflection, lying is (generally) not a crime, and we don't want 
to set a precedent that would allow for Biden's ilk to start arresting people 
for their speech, do we? 


Perhaps, then, it would be more productive to arrest Biden for his crimes in 
Ukraine. 


Now, I'm not just talking about his war crimes in Ukraine, or even the 
Ukrainian war crimes in the Donbas that the Biden administration is now 
actively supporting. I'm also talking about Biden's pre-war crimes in Ukraine, 
from his son's wheelings and dealings on the board of Burisma Holdings on 
behalf of "the big guy" to Biden's own incredible on-camera admission that 
he threatened to withhold a billion-dollar loan guarantee to the Ukrainian 
government unless they fired the attorney general... who, as it turns out, 
was trying to prosecute Burisma for its corrupt practices. 


But that is a long and complicated story that would no doubt tie up the 
courts for years, generating lots of boring testimony that the TikTok- 
addicted, fluoride-addled public would surely tire of before Biden's 
inevitable conviction. 


So why not arrest him for something far more immediately understandable 
(and immediately revolting), like his long and documented pattern of sexual 
assault and molestation? 


Sadly, in this case I'm not simply referring to Tara Read, a staff member in 
Biden's Senate office in the 1990s who accused him of inappropriate 
touching and of a specific act of sexual assault (and who was then subjected 
to intense scrutiny by the same types of people who tell us to "believe all 
women"...as long as those women are democrats). 


And I'm not just talking about the photographs and videos of Joe Biden 
caressing grown women and making them visibly uncomfortable at various 
official functions throughout his career. 


No, I'm talking about the multiple underage girls who have been 
inappropriately groped, fondled, caressed and even kissed in full view of 
the camera. 


It's important to understand that Biden's sexual molestation of women and 
girls is not some fringe conspiracy theory, either. Entire websites have been 
set up to document these abuses. Heck, even his own daughter questioned 
whether she had been molested by the current resident of the Oval Office 
in a journal entry reflecting on the inappropriate showers Biden took with 
her at a young age. 


Naturally, the establishment lackey media has (to the surprise of no one) 


run to Biden's defense at every opportunity, with the consensus among the 
trendy, progressive, #MeToo-supporting Democrats being that "Uncle Joe" 
is just a bit hands-y and doesn't realize he's being inappropriate. 


And besides, Biden teamed up with Lady Gaga to create trauma centres for 
victims of physical and emotional abuse, so he must be a good guy, right? 
After all, a credibly accused rapist in need of a PR pick-me-up would never 
engage in a cynical ploy to pollute the "Biden sexual assault" search results 
with feelgood stories about Uncle Joe’s trauma recovery centers, would 
they? 


Yet, for the partisan political hacks, sexual assault is AOK when the man 
doing it is on their political team. Just ask Bill Clinton's victims. | don't run in 
those rarefied, elitist circles, so perhaps | just don't understand such double 
standards. All | know is that—as the father of a young girl—if any man were 
touching my daughter like that he would have his face rearranged in short 
order. 


So, yes: let's get the ICC to issue one of those arrest warrant thingies for 
Biden, too, please. 


But how can we talk about criminal presidents in need of arrest without 
talking about... 


GEORGE W. BUSH 


| WASHINGTON D 
POLICE 


OK, OK, this one is a gimme, but really, are you gonna make a list of 


politicians to arrest WITHOUT including W? Of course you aren't, and 
neither am l. 


To be fair, I'm not exactly the first person to ever think of arresting Bush 43 
for his crimes against humanity. There were those who lobbied for Bush's 
arrest when he came to speak in Calgary in 2009, including Splitting The Sky 
(R.I.P.). As you'll recall, Splitting The Sky even attempted a citizen's arrest of 
the fiendish Bush fils .. . but alas, the criminal slipped away. 


Then there was the time that Bush was forced to cance! a trip to 
Switzerland to speak at a fundraiser for the United Israel Appeal after it was 
revealed that a number of human rights groups were planning to prosecute 
Bush for his war crimes, including his contravention of the Convention 
Against Torture to which the United States is a signatory. 


The Canadians were back on the case in 2011 when the Canadian Centre for 
International Justice—citing the evidence in a 2006 UN report, a 2007 
Council of Europe report, and a 2008 US Senate Armed Services Committee 
report, as well as the testimony of UN Special Rapporteurs 

Nowak and Scheinin and a 2009 admission by Cheney and Bush's own 2010 
memoirs—attempted to prosecute the 9/11-Criminal-in-Chief . . . but 
apparently "The Mounties always get their man" only applies when said man 
is not the psychopathic progeny of a famed international crime family. The 
prosecution was blocked by the B.C. government, and the election thief 
evaded justice once again. 


Bush finally received his judgment in 2012, when the Kuala Lumpur War 
Crimes Commission found George W. Bush guilty of war crimes in the illegal 
invasion of Iraq. Strangely enough, though, that hasn't resulted in any 
country actually arresting him... yet. 


But hey, Bush didn't let Iraq's complete lack of WMDs stop him from spilling 
the blood of millions of innocent Iraqis, so are we really going to stop trying 
to nab one of the prime war criminals of the 21st century just because it 
didn't work the first few times? Of course not! 


| suppose | should make it clear that this isn't a partisan thing. Let's arrest 
every living US president for their part in committing crimes against 
humanity and for their expansion of the American empire on the back of 
countless dead women and children! 


And, while we're at it, let's nab their friends, too. Friends like... 


TONY BLAIR 


If Bush deserves jail (and he certainly does), then surely Tony Blair deserves 
to be right there beside him as the war crimes tribunal begins. 


After all, when Bush and Cheney and Rice and the gaggle of neocons in 
Washington were selling totally made-up "mushroom cloud" bullplop to the 
trusting American rubes, there was Blair, selling his sexed-up dossier and 
peddling his 45-minute fantasy and murdering David Kelly. 


And when Bush was planning to stage a false flag event in order to justify 


war in Iraq, who was he conspiring with? That's right: Tony "Aztec Rebirther" 
Blair. 


And when it came time to sell the public on the Osama-did-9/11 myth, who 
did Bush recruit? You guessed it. 


Then there was Blair's own 7/7 false flag that was used to perpetuate the 
terror myth and his call to "crack down on future problem children before 
they are even born" and his repeated calls for digital IDs and vaccine 
passports. 


Yes, there are no shortage of reasons why we might want to add Tony Blair 
to the list of dangerous political criminals who need to be thrown behind 
bars. 


But hold on a second. Looking at this list, | notice something is missing: 
namely, estrogen! 


JACINDA ARDERN 
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Pardon me! I forgot this is <CURRENT YEAR> and that any list that does not 
include a woman (however that's defined!) just wouldn't pass muster with 
the equity and inclusion crowd, so let's make sure we get a female politician 
in shackles, too, shall we? 


Now, there are no shortage of lady criminals to choose from. We should 


definitely have an orange jumpsuit ready for our apprehension of Angela 
"Minsk Fraudster" Merkel, of course. And we shouldn't forget about Sanna 
"| Definitely Wasn't On Drugs!" Marin just because she's been replaced as 
Finland's chief pathocrat. 


But if we're going to go after recently departed female prime ministers, 
let's start with Jacinda Ardern. 


As with all of the others on our roster, there is no shortage of reasons to 
issue a warrant for the former Prime Minister of New Zealand, including her 
attempts to crack down on the free speech rights of citizens at home and 
abroad with a global censorship system. 


And who could forget the New Zealand government's participation in the 
crimes against humanity perpetrated during the scamdemic, like rampant 
discrimination against the unvaccinated and the institution of medical 
martial law at military-run quarantine facilities? After all, even New 
Zealand's own courts ruled that Ardern's government had acted "unlawfully, 
unreasonably and in breach of the Bill of Rights" in its enactment of an 
absolutely bonkers quarantine lottery system and that its vaccine mandate 
for Police and Defence Force staff was similarly a breach of fundamental 
rights and thus illegal. 


But of all of the many crimes that Ardern presided over during her time as 
Prime Minster, one of the most egregious has to be the arrest of activist 

and Paster Billy Te Kahika and alternative media host Vinny Eastwood for 
the "crime" of protesting New Zealand's draconian lockdown legislation. 

Not only were they arrested and held in custody for "offences against the 
Covid 19 Response Act," but, as my readers may have seen by now, Billy and 
Vinny just received prison sentences of 4 months and 3 months, 
respectively, for their participation in peaceful protests. 


In fact, as the change.org petition calling for their freedom notes, Billy "has 
been persecuted by the New Zealand Government for almost twenty 
months and vilified endlessly by Government funded mainstream media in 
New Zealand," and his prison sentence "is the harshest sentence of its kind 
given in the western world to date." 


Keep in mind that this prison-worthy protest took place just months before 
New Zealand relaxed its lockdown restrictions and Ardern confirmed 

that orgies of up to 25 people were once again legal! (Unless the orgy 
participants were discussing their opposition to lockdowns, presumably.) 


But at least it all turned out well for Jacinda. After shedding crocodile tears 


during a speech announcing her retirement as Prime Minister in which she 
claimed she had no plans for the future other than "spending time with her 
family," she promptly went back on her word and took up a new post asa.. 


... Wait for it... 
... internet authoritarian! 


That's right, apparently "spending time with her family" is globalese for 
"becoming a special envoy for the Christchurch Call," the New Zealand-led 
global censorship body that aims to "eliminate terrorist and violent 
extremist content online" by labeling all of their political opponents as 
terrorists and scrubbing their material from the internet. 


So, sadly, no, Ardern is not retiring from public life as promised. But it's 
good to know that she got to squeeze in one last lie to the New Zealand 
public on her way out the door! 


ARREST THEM ALL! 


You know, compiling this list is a lot harder than | expected. Not because 
there aren't enough politicians to arrest but because there are too many. 


I mean, we have Biden and Trump and Bush 43 on the list already, so we 
might as well throw every other American president on there, too. (Yes, 
every one of them.) 


And I don't want to be accused of any pro-Canadian bias, so I'm more than 
happy to throw Trudeau in there for his crimes against the Canadian people. 


And | haven't even gotten to President-for-Life Xi Jinping yet. 


... Hmmm. Come to think of it, this list is getting too long already and I'm 
just getting started! | mean, we haven't even considered what would 
happen if we took seriously the Kuala Lumpur Foundation to Criminalize 
War and its proposal to make warfare itself a crime seriously. How many 
more politicians would that add to the arrest warrant list? 


So why don't we just cut to the chase. Perhaps instead of making a list of all 
the politicians we should arrest, it would be easier to make a list of all the 
politicians we shouldn't arrest. 


OK, let me think about it. 


. Uhhh... 
. Give me a minute here... 
Ahhh, this is too difficult. Let's just go ahead and arrest them all! 


Of course, | suppose that would mean that we'd have to face the prospect 
of a world without politicians. | mean, can you imagine a world without 
politicians? 


f- 
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You know what? I'm willing to give it a try if you are. 
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"Does the Brotherhood exist?" 
"That, Winston, you will never know." 


George Orwell 
Nineteen Eighty-Four 


INTRODUCTION 
Kandahar Provice, Afghanistan. May 1998. 


John Miller, an ABC News correspondent who would go on to become the FBI's chief spokesman, 
ends an 11-day journey through the wilds of the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. The first thing he 
notices is the rumbling of the generators providing the camp with power and the smell of gasoline. 
The second thing he notices is a hail of bullets. Bin Laden's convoy is arriving. 


Osama bin Laden is flanked by seven bodyguards, who—as Miller immediately recognizes—are 
simply there to put on a show. "Their eyes darted in every direction for any attacker," he later_ 
recounted. "This was either merely theatrical or entirely pointless, because with hundreds of rounds 
being fired into the air, it would have been impossible to pinpoint an assassin." 


Following the security detail into the hut, there Miller became one of the handful of Western 
journalists to interview the elusive Osama bin Laden. 


OSAMA BIN LADEN (VIA INTERPRETER): We believe that the biggest thieves in 
the world are Americans and the biggest terrorists on earth are the Americans. The only 
way for us to fend off these assaults is by using similar means. We do not differentiate 
between those dressed in military uniforms and civilians; they're all targets in this fatwa. 


SOURCE: Osama bin Laden: "The Most Dangerous Man You've Never Heard Of" - 
June 10, 1998 - ABC News Nightline 


Miller has traveled halfway around the world to interview bin Laden, the reclusive terrorist leader 
who has just issued a religious fatwa requiring Muslims to kill Americans. But this interview, too, is 
just for show. Forced to submit his questions in writing ahead of time, Miller is informed that the 
answers will not be translated for him. There will be no follow-up questions. 


It is spectacle. Theater and little else. As such, it is a fitting introduction to the man who would 
become the bogeyman of the 21st century. The interview was followed in short order by a more 
explosive drama. 


PETER BERGEN: What are your future plans? 


OSAMA BIN LADEN: You'll see them and hear about them in the media. . . God 
willing. 


SOURCE: Exclusive Osama bin Laden - First Ever TV Interview 


FALSE FLAGS: THE SECRET HISTORY OF AL QAEDA 


PART ONE: ORIGIN STORY 


Around the world, a frightened and confused public received their introduction to the age of terror 
on the morning of September 11, 2001, through the media. It was there, in the flickering images of 
their TV screens, that the masses began to learn about the world of Islamic terrorism and of the 
cave-dwelling Saudi exile in Afghanistan who was bringing that terror to their doorstep. 


ANCHOR: Tell us a bit about Osama bin Laden—what sort of resources in manpower 
and money he's got and what he's trying to achieve. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 5:28pm EDT (10:28pm BST) 


RAY SUAREZ: What is Osama bin Laden? Is he a politician? Is he a warrior? Is he a 
preacher? A little of all? 


SCHEUER: A little of all, I think, sir. He'sa... 
SOURCE: Who Speaks For Islam? 


HODA KOTB.: .. . millionaire Saudi businessman believed to be living in exile in 
Afghanistan. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 5:20-5:30pm EDT on WRC 


REPORTER: He controls and finances Al Qaeda, an umbrella network of Islamic 
militants. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 6:30-6:40pm EDT (11:30-11:40pm BST) on BBC 
SCHEUER: ... he is a very soft-spoken man... 
SOURCE: Who Speaks For Islam? 


SIMON REEVE: . . . a man who is prepared to use overwhelming force in pursuit of 
his objectives. 


SOURCE: September 13, 2001 - 6:21am EDT on CNN 

ANCHOR: He is the face that has been put on this by almost everyone. 
SOURCE: September 15, 2001 - 8:20-8:30am EDT on WITG 
SCHEUER: ...aman of eloquence... 

SOURCE: Who Speaks For Islam? 

KOTB: He has declared all US citizens legitimate targets of attack. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 5:25pm EDT on WRC 


JOHN SIMPSON: When I was in Afghanistan just a couple of days ago, I heard that he 
had... 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 5:20-5:30pm EDT (10:20-10:30pm BST) on BBC 
DAN RATHER: ... operations in at least 55 countries. . . 

SOURCE: CBS Evening News - 2001-09-13 

KOTB: Including last year's bombing of the USS Cole in Yemen... 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 5:25pm EDT on WRC 


REPORTER: ... the mastermind behind the bombings of two US embassies in Africa . 


SOURCE: September 16, 2001 - 11:30-11:40pm EDT on CNN 


REPORTER: ... and the last attack on the World Trade Center eight years ago. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 6:20-6:30pm EDT (11:20-11:30pm BST) on BBC 


SCHEUER: Bernard Lewis has called him almost a poetic speaker of Arabic. 


SOURCE: Who Speaks For Islam? 


KATIE COURIC: Meanwhile, Osama bin Laden is a name that we have been hearing 
all day long as an individual who may—and we emphasize may—be responsible for 
these terrorist acts. It is a name we have heard before as well . . . 


SOURCE: NBC News 9-11-2001 Live Coverage 1:00pm EDT - 6:30pm EDT 


We all know the story of bin Laden and Al Qaeda, the story that was repeated ad nauseam in the 
days, weeks and months after the catastrophic, catalyzing events of 9/11. So often was that story 
repeated that the hypnotized public forgot that it was, at base, just that: a story. 


In the ahistorical fable of TV sound bites, terrorism is a modern invention—created out of whole 
cloth by Osama bin Laden and Al Qaeda. And, at the same time, Islamic fundamentalism is a force 
of nature, something that has always existed in the Middle East—the product, perhaps, of some 
sandstorm on the Arabian peninsula in the distant past. 


But this is a lie. In truth, the rise of Islamic fundamentalism in the modern era and the rise of 
terrorism as a political tool cannot be understood without confronting some very well-documented 
but long-repressed history. 


Ever since the mid-18th century—when the British East India Company gained dominion over the 
Indian subcontinent—the history of Islam as a political and cultural force has been intimately tied to 
the fortunes of Empire and the aims of the Western powers. The British Empire, in particular, did 
much to shape the map of the modern-day Middle East and to influence the course of its religious 
and political forces. 


This influence can be seen throughout the 18th and 19th centuries. 


Britain's gradual takeover of the Indian subcontinent led to the British Empire becoming, in the 
estimation of Winston Churchill, "[T]he greatest Mohammedan power in the world." 


The 19th-century "Great Game" between Victorian England and Tsarist Russia for control of 
Central Asia saw the British propping up unpopular Islamic rulers throughout the region as a buffer 
between Russia and the "crown jewel" of the British Empire, India. 


Britain's desire to maintain its access to India led to the British conquest of Egypt in 1882, resulting 
in 40 years of British rule and a military presence in the country that was not removed until the 
Suez Crisis of 1956. 


From Khartoum to Constantinople, Jerusalem to Jakarta, no part of the Muslim world could escape 
the influence of the British crown. Sometimes that influence was used to strengthen the rule of 
Islamic hardliners. Sometimes, as with the Mahdist rebellion in Sudan, that influence was used to 
put down Islamic uprisings. But in each case, the British Empire's goal was clear: to use whatever 
means at its disposal to undermine movements and governments unfavourable to its rule and to 
install and encourage those forces that were willing to cooperate with the crown. 


This was evident in India, where George Francis Hamilton, secretary of state for India, wrote in 
1886 of the British strategy of using Muslim and Hindu divisions in the country to their advantage 
along the lines of the old Roman imperial strategy of divide and rule: 


I think the real danger to our rule, not now, but say 50 years hence is the gradual 
adoption and extension of Western ideas of agitation organisation and if we could break 
educated Indians into two sections holding widely different views, we should, by such a 


division, strengthen our position against the subtle and continuous attack which the 
spread of education must make upon our system of government. We should so plan 
educational text-books that the differences between community and community are 
further strengthened. 


But perhaps no clearer example of the British Empire's role in shaping the modern Muslim world 
can be found than the story of the ascendance of the House of Saud and the formation of the 
modern-day Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Once again, British fingerprints can be found on every 
aspect of the story. 


When Britain began contemplating a shift from its centuries-long policy of supporting the Ottoman 
Empire in the Middle East, it was Captain William Shakespear—a British civil servant and explorer 
—who made the first official contact with Ibn Saud, the progenitor of the Saudi dynasty who would 
go on to found the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. In addition to taking the first photographs of the 
future Saudi king, Shakespear became Ibn Saud's friend and military advisor, helping to steer the 
rising Arab leader away from alliance with the Ottomans and into a treaty with the British. 
Shakespear died on the battlefield at Jarab in 1915, where the British-backed Ibn Saud was battling 
his Turkish-backed rival, Ibn Rashid. 


After Shakespear's death, another British agent, Colonel Thomas Edward Lawrence, gained 
international fame as "Lawrence of Arabia" for his role in the Arab Revolt against Ottoman rule in 
the Middle East. Although his own self-serving autobiography and the Hollywoodization of his 
story cemented in the popular imagination the idea that Lawrence was motivated solely by his 
concern for the Arabs and their independence .. . 


PETER O'TOOLE (AS T. E. LAWRENCE): We do not work this thing for Faisal. 
ANTHONY QUINN (AS AUDA ABU TAYI): No? For the English then? 
LAWRENCE: For the Arabs. 

TAYI: The Arabs? 

SOURCE: LAWRENCE OF ARABIA 


. . . the documented history of Lawrence's actions and motivations tells a very different story. A 
memo on "The Politics of Mecca" penned by Lawrence for his intelligence handlers in 1916, 
reveals a more duplicitous British calculus for supporting certain factions of the Arab Revolt: 


The Arabs are even less stable than the Turks. If properly handled they would remain in 
a State of political mosaic, a tissue of small jealous principalities, incapable of cohesion, 
and yet always ready to combine against an outside force. The alternative to this seems 
to be control and colonization by a European power other than ourselves, which would 
inevitably come into conflict with the interests we already possess in the Near East. 


Later, in a report on the "Reconstruction of Arabia" Lawrence penned for the British Cabinet at the 
end of the war, he was even more explicit about the cynical divide-and-rule tactics at play in British 
support for the Arab Revolt: "When war broke out an urgent need to divide Islam was added, and 
we became reconciled to seek for allies rather than subjects. [. . .] We hoped by the creation of a 


ring of client states, themselves insisting on our patronage, to turn the present and future flank of 
any foreign power with designs on the three rivers." 


ALEC GUINNESS (AS PRINCE FAISAL): Lawrence! . . . Or is it Major Lawrence? 
LAWRENCE: Sir! 


FAISAL: Ah. Well, General, I will leave you. Major Lawrence doubtless has reports to 
make. About my people. And their weakness. And the need to keep them weak . . . in 
the British interest. 


SOURCE: LAWRENCE OF ARABIA 


Lawrence and the military and diplomatic personnel of the British Empire were indeed busy in the 
wake of WWI. In many ways, the aftermath of the war represented the zenith of that empire, and 
the culmination of centuries of British manipulation in the Middle East. Driven by a mixture of 
political necessity and imperial hubris, the imperial planners had entered into secret agreements that 
redrew the map of the Middle East and once again affirmed the centuries-old accusation that 
Perfidious Albion was not to be trusted. 


In 1916, the British and French entered into a pact to divide up the territory of the Ottoman Empire 
between themselves should they win the war. This treaty—known as the Sykes-Picot Agreement 
after the diplomats who negotiated the document—was a direct negation of the web of promises 
that the British had already made on the land, including the territorial promises they had made to Ali 
Ibn Husain, the Sherif of Mecca who led the Arab Revolt against the Turks, the Treaty of Darin that 
had promised Ibn Saud British protection for his conquests in the Arabian Peninsula in return for his 
support in the war, and the Balfour Declaration promising the Zionists a Jewish homeland in 
Palestine. 


Although the revelation of the secret Sykes-Picot Agreement by the Bolsheviks in 1917 proved a 
considerable embarrassment for the British and French, it did little to hinder their plans. The 


agreement provided a basis for the ultimate partitioning of the Ottoman Empire after the war, and 
the national borders that it helped to create have gone on to shape a century of strife and political 
conflict in the region. 


But it was not enough merely to draw the lines on the maps that would define the post-war Middle 
East, the British had to shape the development of the region in their own interest, creating entire 
nations in the process. In the Arabian Peninsula, they came to pin their hopes on Ibn Saud, whose 
sole focus on the conquest of Arabia, they calculated, would counteract the rise of a broader Pan- 
Islamic movement that could challenge Britain's supremacy in the region. As historian Mark Curtis 


writes in his book, Secret Affairs: Britain’s Collusion with Radical Islam: 


The British government of India had feared British sponsorship of an Arab caliph who 
would lead the entire Muslim world, and the effects this might have on Muslims in 
India, and had therefore favoured Ibn Saud, whose pretensions were limited to Arabia. 


The subsidy from the British upon which Ibn Saud relied in his quest to unite the peninsula, which 
stood at £5,000 a month at the end of the war, was raised to £100,000 a year in 1922 by then- 
Colonial Secretary Winston Churchill. Churchill recognized that Saud's fighters—the "Ikhwan," or 
brotherhood of hardliners and adherents to the strict Wahabbi sect of Islam—were "austere, 


intolerant, well-armed and bloodthirsty" and "hold it as an article of duty, as well as of faith, to kill 
all who do not share their opinions and to make slaves of their wives and children." So why, then, 
did the British support Saud and his men? "My admiration for him [Ibn Saud] was deep," Churchill 
later confessed, "because of his unfailing loyalty to us." 


That loyalty paid off well. The British were the first to formally recognize Ibn Saud's sovereignty 
over his newly conquered territory on the peninsula, and in return Ibn Saud signed a treaty agreeing 
to stop his forces from attacking Britain's neighbouring protectorates. In 1932, Ibn Saud became 
King Saud of the newly-formed "Kingdom of Saudi Arabia." But even the nation's new name was 
British. It was George Rendel, head of the British Foreign Office's Eastern Department, who 
suggested it. 


The British played similar games throughout the region, arming, funding and encouraging those 
who would work with them—including violent Islamic radicals—and undermining any potential 
challengers to British dominance. 


In Palestine, the British pardoned Amin al-Husseini—who had been sentenced to 10 years in prison 
for his involvement in the 1920 Jerusalem riots—and appointed him the Grand Mufti of Palestine (a 


title invented by the British) on condition that he cooperate with the British authorities. 


In Egypt, which became a British protectorate after WWI, the rise of the Muslim Brotherhood—an 
Islamist mass movement founded by Hassan al-Banna—was at times an explicit threat to the British 
military presence in the country. Nevertheless, its position as an alternative to both secular 
nationalism and communism—which Britain regarded as growing threats to its influence in the 
region—meant that the British were prepared to work with the Brotherhood against their common 


enemies, even covertly financing the group in 1942. 


In Iraq, the British, concerned at unrest in their Mesopotamian mandate, aided Prince Faisal in 


becoming Faisal I, King of Iraq. Faisal—recommended by T. E. Lawrence, guided (at his own 


request) by British advisors and traveling at British expense—won a British-backed plebiscite to 
become the Iraqi king in 1921. 


The extent of British influence over the region during the post-war period was, in retrospect, 
staggering. But the number of machinations, manipulations and shifting alliances that were required 
to keep this system of mandates, protectorates and puppet governments going was a sign that the 
British were not all-powerful. On the contrary. Their influence, and indeed their empire itself, was 
waning, soon to be replaced by the new rising world superpower, the United States. 


The US did not even wait until the end of the Second World War and the dawn of Pax Americana to 
begin its own "diplomacy" with the Muslims in the region. 


NEWSREADER: An American destroyer comes alongside a cruiser at Great Bitter 
Lake on the Suez Canal in Egypt. It brings Ibn Saud, king of the five million people of 
Saudi Arabia, to a conference with President Roosevelt, stopping off here on his return 
from the Crimea Conference. The destroyer has been decked out with red carpets for the 
monarch. This 800-mile trip marks the first time that King Ibn Saud has ever left his 
native land. 


SOURCE: Roosevelt Meets Saud 


President Franklin Roosevelt's meeting with King Ibn Saud aboard the USS Quincy on Egypt's 
Great Bitter Lake in February 1945 was no ordinary exchange of diplomatic pleasantries. King 
Saud's first foreign trip involved a number of unusual requests and special arrangements. The 
Saudis insisted on bringing a contingent of 48 men even though the Americans had said they could 
accommodate only 10. They insisted on sleeping in tents pitched on the ship’s deck rather than in 
the cabins provided. They insisted on bringing their own sheep, as the king believed that good 
Muslims eat only freshly slaughtered animals. 


But, irregularities aside, the meeting was momentous. 


Firstly, it demonstrated the importance of the Saudi-US relationship at a time when much of the 
world knew little and cared less about the happenings on the Arabian peninsula. 


Secondly, it established the terms of that relationship: namely, a US guarantee of military defense of 
Saudi Arabia (including Roosevelt's promise to "do nothing to assist the Jews against the Arabs") in 
return for Saudi concessions, including allowance for US airfields and flyover routes across the 
kingdom and access to Dharhan, where the California Arabian Standard Oil Corporation (which 
later became Aramco) had drilled the first commercially viable oil well in the country just seven 
years earlier. 


And thirdly, it signaled the dawn of a new era. No longer was the British Empire the primary 
foreign power driving events in the region. From now on, one of the key foreign policy 
considerations of the Muslim world was the US and its enormous military and financial resources. 


This changeover in world order was not instantaneous. For some time after the end of WWII, the 
US and British collaborated on operations that furthered their mutual interests in the region. These 
"interests" included opposing the rising threat of secular nationalist governments that—unlike the 
House of Saud and other Western-backed monarchies in the Middle East—were less pliable to 
bribes and more interested in nationalizing their countries’ resources. 


In March 1951, the Iranian parliament voted to nationalize the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company—the 
British oil giant that struck oil near the Persian Gulf in 1908—and offered the premiership of the 
government to Mohammed Mossadegh, an outspoken secular nationalist. Immediately after taking 
office, Mossadegh effected the nationalization, stating: 


Our long years of negotiations with foreign countries [. . .] have yielded no results this 
far. With the oil revenues we could meet our entire budget and combat poverty, disease, 
and backwardness among our people. Another important consideration is that by the 
elimination of the power of the British company, we would also eliminate corruption 
and intrigue, by means of which the internal affairs of our country have been influenced. 
Once this tutelage has ceased, Iran will have achieved its economic and political 
independence. 


The nationalization put Tehran on a collision course with London. But Britain knew that a military 
intervention was not possible without American approval and, despite harsh economic sanctions on 
the country and a boycott of the newly nationalized oil industry that was joined by much of the 
Western world, they could not overthrow the Iranian government themselves. Instead, they had to 
turn to the US. 


Although the Truman administration was initially hesitant to become involved, that changed with 
the election of Dwight D. Eisenhower and the installation of the Dulles brothers, Allen and John 


Foster, as Director of Central Intelligence and Secretary of State respectively. By June of 1953, the 
CIA was already adapting the British coup proposal into their own covert operation, dubbed 
Operation TPAJAX. 


An open secret in the world of intelligence, the CIA/MIE6 role in the overthrow of Mossadegh was 
officially denied by the US government for over half a century and is still unacknowledged by the 
British government to this day. Nevertheless, the CIA's own internal history of the operation, first 
revealed to the public in the year 2000, confirms the extent of the American and British role in the 
coup. 


They convinced the Shah of Iran to agree to the plan. They handpicked General Fazlollah Zahedi as 
Mossadegh's successor. They rolled out a propaganda campaign to portray Mossadegh—a devout 


adherent to democratic nationalism who rigorously excluded the nation's communist party from his 
government—as a communist sympathizer who would steer Iran into the arms of the Soviets; they 
spent hundreds of thousands of dollars bribing journalists, clerics, and even Iranian parliament 
members themselves to go along with the plot; and they used a network of agents and suitcases full 
of money to incite riots and protests across the country. 


In the end, the operation was a success. Mossadegh was driven from power, General Zahedi took 
his place, the Western-backed Shah ruled the country with the iron fist of his feared secret police for 
the next 25 years, and a new agreement on sales of Iranian oil was reached. This time, though, the 
Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, now rebranded as British Petroleum, would not have a monopoly on 
the country's lucrative oil reserves; an international consortium was put together to share in the 
profits, with American companies Chevron and Standard Oil cut into the deal. 


But the eclipse of the old British Empire by the new American superpower became most obvious in 
Egypt during the Suez Crisis of 1956. 


Lying on the key spice and trade routes linking Europe and Asia, the importance of Egypt to the 
British Empire went back centuries. It was the British Navy under Nelson and the British Army 
under General Ralph Abercromby that drove Napoleon out of the country during the French 
campaign there at the turn of the 19th century. But it was the opening of the Suez Canal in 1869 that 
cemented Egypt's geopolitical importance for the British Empire. 


The Suez Canal—linking the Mediterranean Sea to the Red Sea and drastically reducing sailing 
distances from Asia to Europe—was technically the property of the Egyptians, but the project had 
been spearheaded by the French, and the concessionary company that operated the canal had been 
largely financed by French shareholders. An economic crisis in 1875, however, forced the Egyptian 
governor to sell his own shares to the British. As Parliament was not in session at the time of the 
sale, British Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli had to turn to his close personal friend, Lionel de 
Rothschild, for the £4,000,000 required to purchase the shares. After the British conquest of Egypt 
in 1882, an international agreement was signed declaring the canal a neutral zone under the 
protection of the British, whose troops were now installed in the country. 


This precarious balance of power lasted in various permutations for over 70 years, first under 
Britain's so-called "Veiled Protectorate" of Egypt in the decades leading up to WWI, then in a 
formal British occupation of the country during WWI and its aftermath, and then under Britain's 
Unilateral Declaration of Egyptian independence in 1922, which stipulated that the British would 
retain power over Egypt's defence and foreign policy. Britain's de facto control over the country was 
one of the grievances that gave rise to the Free Officers Movement, a cadre of Egyptian nationalists 


in the ranks of the Egyptian Armed Forces who toppled King Farouk and took over the government 
in the Egyptian Revolution of 1952. 


One of the movement's leaders, Gamal Abdel Nasser Hussein, became President of Egypt in 1954 
and began to implement a series of nationalist, anti-imperialist measures that, like Mossadegh, put 
him at odds with the British forces in his country. These measures culminated with Nasser's 
nationalization of the Suez Canal on July 26, 1956. 


The Suez Crisis led to a joint British-French-Israeli invasion of the country, but in this case, the US 
under Eisenhower declined to back the invasion. Instead, Eisenhower—still believing that 
diplomacy and pressure could turn Nasser from the Soviet orbit and help America leverage its 
influence over the Arab world—joined the USSR in forcing an end to the invasion. 


The crisis marked a definitive turning point. The age of the British Empire were over. The age of 
the American superpower had begun. From now on, American military and financial power would 
be the determining factor in the Muslim world—and indeed the world in general. 


But the Americans had learned well from their British predecessors. The same tactics of strategic 
and shifting alliances, double dealings and covert operations that the British had used to maintain 
their influence for centuries would now be employed by the Americans to leverage their own power. 


They applied these lessons in Iran, where they supported the Shah's brutal dictatorship even as they 
maintained a secret communication channel with exiled religious leader Ayatollah Khomeini. 


They applied these lessons in Indonesia, where the US at various times supported the Islamic 
factions in their rebellion against the Sukarno government, the Sukarno government itself, and, 
eventually, Suharto, who slaughtered over half a million people on his US-backed rise to power. 


They applied these lessons in the Sinai Peninsula, where, as declassified documents now show, US 
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger helped engineer the Yom Kippur War so that "the Arabs would 
conclude the only way to peace was through us" and the Israelis would conclude that "they had to 

depend on us to win and couldn't win if we were too recalcitrant." 


And they applied these lessons in Saudi Arabia, where Treasury Secretary William Simon helped 
enshrine the US dollar's central role in global geopolitics and saved the US from the 1973 oil crisis 
by negotiating the petrodollar system, a covert deal with the House of Saud to purchase Saudi oil 
and sell them weapons and equipment in return for a Saudi pledge to finance American debt by 
investing their oil revenue in US Treasuries. 


This era of American-led intrigue and double-dealing would culminate in one of the most important 
years for the Muslim world in the modern era: 1979. 


That was the year of the Iranian revolution, when the American and British overthrow of 
Mossadegh in 1953 would come home to roost in the overthrow of the Western-backed Shah and 
the first major victory for the forces of political Islam in the creation of the Islamic Republic of 
Tran. 


That was the year of the seizure of the Grand Mosque in Mecca, when Islamic hardliners shocked 
the Muslim world by storming the holiest mosque in Islam and, during a dramatic two-week 
standoff, calling for the overthrow of the House of Saud and the end of its attempts at 
westernization. 


That was the year Egyptian President Anwar Sadat signed a peace treaty with Israel, normalizing 
relations between the two countries and leading to Sadat's assassination by members of Egyptian 
Islamic Jihad just two years later. 


And that was also the year that developments in Afghanistan put in motion a chain of events that 
would lead to the creation of the group we now know as "Al Qaeda." 


On Christmas Eve 1979, Soviet troops began an invasion of Afghanistan. Initially, this was 
portrayed to the American public as a spontaneous act of aggression, the opening salvo in a new 
campaign by the Russians to conquer the region and upset the world order. 


JIMMY CARTER: Fifty thousand heavily armed Soviet troops have crossed the 
border and are now dispersed throughout Afghanistan, attempting to conquer the 
fiercely independent Muslim people of that country. 


eal 


If the Soviets are encouraged in this invasion by eventual success, and if they maintain 
their dominance over Afghanistan and then extend their control to adjacent countries, 
the stable, strategic, and peaceful balance of the entire world will be changed. 


SOURCE: January 4, 1980: Speech on Afghanistan 


As historians with access to USSR document archives now know, the Soviet leadership was 
extremely reluctant to become entangled in Afghanistan. Well aware of the country's reputation as a 
"graveyard of empires," Soviet politicians and military leaders knew that any attempt to bring 
Afghanistan under military and political control would be extremely difficult. 


Instead, the invasion was the end result of a series of events that threatened to plunge Afghanistan 
and the surrounding region into chaos. 


Starting in the wake of WWII, the urban, cosmopolitan political elite of the rural and agrarian 
nation of Afghanistan began a series of reforms and development projects that, they hoped, would 
bring their country into the modern era. Seeking assistance in this task, these leaders turned to the 
USSR, who, in addition to providing $100 million in low-interest credit to finance the projects, also 
welcomed members of the country's political and military elite for training at Soviet institutions. In 
turn, these young Afghan elites brought communism back to their country. 


The Afhgan communists supported a bloodless coup in Kabul in 1973, overthrowing the king and 
instituting a one-party state whose government included representation by the People's Democratic 
Party of Afghanistan (PDPA), a pro-Soviet, Marxist-Leninist party that boasted ties to the Afghan 
National Army. But the PDPA, frustrated by a perceived lack of progress toward communist goals 
on the part of this new government, precipitated another coup in 1978. This new communist 
government, led by Nur Muhammad Taraki, presided over a period of dramatic reform: Land 
reforms sought to limit how much land a family could own; social reforms abolished Shariah law, 
began education of women, and sought to end forced marriage and other traditional practices; and 
political dissidents were rounded up and resistant villagers massacred. 


Violently opposed both by the Islamic fundamentalists and conservatives in the country as well as 
opposing factions within his own party, Taraki was overthrown in September of 1979 and killed the 
following month. Taraki's sucessor and one-time protege, Hafizullah Amin, led an even shorter and 


more turbulent government. Taking over the presidency in September, Amin—who, the Russians 
feared, was seeking to improve Afghanistan's relations with the United States—was deposed when 
Soviet forces entered the country and assassinated him on December 27th, 1979. 


The official history—written by the CIA, echoed by the US State Department and propounded in 
Hollywood productions—maintains that the US response to the events in Afghanistan—a response 
that would go on to include billions of dollars in arms, funds and training for the Islamic resistance 
to the Soviet forces—began after the Soviet invasion in 1979. 


TERRY BOZEMAN (AS "CIA AWARD PRESENTER"): The defeat and breakup of 
the Soviet empire, culminating in the crumbling of the Berlin Wall, is one of the great 
events of world history. There were many heroes in this battle, but to Charlie Wilson 
must go this special recognition. 


Just 13 years ago, the Soviet Army appeared to be invincible. But Charlie, undeterred, 
engineered a lethal body blow that weakened the Communist empire. Without Charlie, 
history would be hugely and sadly different. 


And so, for the first time, a civilian is being given our highest recognition, that of 
Honored Colleague. Ladies and gentlemen of the Clandestine Services, Congressman 


Charles Wilson. 


SOURCE: Charlie Wilson's War 


But this, too, is a lie. In reality, the covert operation to aid the mujahideen "freedom fighters" did 
not begin after the Soviets invaded, and it was not the work of Charlie Wilson. 


As former CIA director Robert Gates revealed in his 1996 autobiography, assistance to the Afghan 
mujahideen did not start after the Soviet invasion, but six months before, in July 1979, with 
President Jimmy Carter signing off on a covert operation to assist and fund the resistance forces in 
Afghanistan. This was done in the full knowledge that these forces might antagonize and draw the 
Soviets into the country, which is precisely what a certain faction of the Carter White House— 
known as "the bleeders" for their propensity to "bleed" the Soviet Union through an engaged 
guerrilla conflict like the US had experienced in Viethnam—wanted to achieve. 


This was confirmed two years later by Zbigniew Brzezinski, Carter's National Security Advisor, in 
a 1998 interview: 


According to the official version of history, CIA aid to the mujahideen began during 
1980, that is to say, after the Soviet army invaded Afghanistan on December 24, 1979. 
But the reality, closely guarded until now, is completely otherwise: Indeed, it was July 
3, 1979 that President Carter signed the first directive for secret aid to the opponents of 
the pro-Soviet regime in Kabul. And that very day, I wrote a note to the president in 
which I explained to him that in my opinion this aid was going to induce a Soviet 
military intervention. 


The program that Carter signed off on—dubbed Operation Cyclone and billed as "the largest covert 
operation in history"—continued and expanded throughout the 1980s, leading to the rise of the 
Taliban and the encouragement of what Brzezinski called in that same interview "some agitated 
Muslims." 


KENNETH BRANNAGH: US National Security Advisor Brzezinski flew to Pakistan 
to set about rallying the resistance. He wanted to arm the mujahideen without revealing 
America's role. On the Afghan border near the Khyber Pass, he urged the "Soldiers of 
God" to redouble their efforts. 


ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI (in Pakistan): We know of their deep belief in God and 
we are confident that their struggle will succeed. That land over there is yours. You'll go 
back to it one day because your fight will prevail. And you'll have your homes and your 
mosques back again, because your cause is right and God is on your side. 


BRZEZINSKI (interview): The purpose of coordinating with the Pakistanis would be 
to make the Soviets bleed for as much and as long as is possible. 


SOURCE: Soldiers of God (Episode 20) 


News of the struggle began to spread throughout the Arab world, and soon the stories of the brave 
mujahideen fighting the communist infidels became a rallying cry for jihad. The Afghan resistance 
had made Peshawar, just over the border in Pakistan, their headquarters, and it was there that 
visitors from around the Muslim world heard first-hand the tales from the battles against the Soviets 
and saw for themselves the squalor of the refugees who had been forced from their homes by the 
Russian invaders. 


One such visitor was Abdullah Azzam, a passionate young Palestinian whose militant activism had 
cost him his job as a lecturer at King Abdulaziz University in Jeddah and had prompted him to take 
a position in Islamabad so he could be closer to the Afghan jihad. But this was still not close 
enough, and he resigned his position to dedicate himself full time to the Afghan cause. He spent 
time in the refugee camps and mujahideen base at Peshawar, issued a fatwa arguing that Muslims 
had a duty to wage jihad in Afhganistan, and made frequent trips to Jeddah, where he recruited 
young Muslims for the cause. While in Jeddah, he stayed at the guest flat of a rich young Saudi 
named Osama bin Laden. 


Osama bin Laden was the 17th of 54 children of Mohammed bin Awad bin Laden, an itinerant 
laborer from Yemen who had worked his way up in the Saudi construction industry to become one 
of the wealthiest non-royals in the Saudi kingdom. Mohammed bin Laden's business— today 
known as the Binladin Group Global Holding Company and comprising a sprawling, multibillion- 
dollar multinational conglomerate involved in some of the largest construction projects in the world 
—started from humble beginnings. 


After arriving in Jeddah from his native Yemen in 1930, Mohammed bin Laden took a job as a 
dockworker, then as a bricklayer for Aramco during the country's first oil boom. When Aramco 
sought to subcontract some of the construction work it had undertaken for the Saudi government, 
bin Laden used the opportunity to grow his own construction firm. His exacting building standards, 
combined with his energy, his honesty and his willingness to work shoulder-to-shoulder with his 
men, earned Mohammed bin Laden a reputation as a craftsman and a teacher and brought him to the 
attention of King Ibn Saud's finance minister. 


The aging King Saud, by now largely confined to a wheelchair, gave bin Laden the chance to 
renovate his palace in Jeddah so that his car could be driven by ramp directly to his second-floor 
bedroom. Impressed with bin Laden's work (and bin Laden's gesture of personally driving the king's 
car up the newly installed ramp to make sure it would hold the weight), the king awarded him with 


a number of increasingly important projects and even appointed him as an honorary minister of 
public works. Bin Laden's business, later rebranded as the Saudi Binladin Group, would go on to 
construct most of the kingdom's roads, renovate the Prophet's Mosque at Medina and even renovate 
the Grand Mosque in Mecca itself. 


Although Mohammed bin Laden's fortune was split between dozens of heirs, and although Osama's 
father divorced his mother shortly after he was born, the younger bin Laden was still born into a life 
of luxury that few in the kingdom outside the royal family would ever know. Osama bin Laden's 
share of the family fortune has been estimated at $30 million, and it was expected that he would, 
like many of his brothers, take up the family business. He studied economics and business 
administration at King Abdulaziz University, where he met and was influenced by Abdullah Azzam, 
who was by then was already known for his credo "Jihad and the rifle alone: no negotiations, no 
conferences, and no dialogues." 


Accounts of when and how Osama bin Laden first ended up in Afghanistan differ. According to 
Osama himself, speaking to Robert Fisk in his first interview for the Western press in 1993: "When 
the invasion of Afghanistan started, I was enraged and went there at once - I arrived within days, 
before the end of 1979." Others contend that Osama had never heard of Afghanistan before the 
Soviet invasion and that he didn't set foot in the country itself until 1984. 


Whatever the case, by the mid-1980s bin Laden was well-known as one of the key fundraisers for 
the Afghan cause in the Arab world, using his family connections to gather donations from rich 
Saudis and delivering them to Pakistan to assist the fighters in the field. In 1984, Osama and Azzam 
co-founded Maktab al-Khidamat (MAK), or the "Office of Services," which the US government 
would later identify as "the precursor organization to Al Qaeda." The group aimed to recruit the 
foreign fighters that were taking up Azzam's call to join the jihad in Afghanistan, with bin Laden 
providing money through his fundraising connections and with direct contributions. 


Initially little more than a guest house in Peshawar where foreign recruits for the Afghan war could 
stop on their way to the front, the operation quickly expanded as money poured in and more fighters 
began to arrive. Soon it caught the attention of other figures in the Afghan war, including Gulbuddin 
Hekmatyar—a brutal Afghan warlord supported by the US to the tune of $600 million who was 
known for killing more Afghans than Soviets—and Dr. Ayman Al-Zawahiri, the head of Egyptian 
Islamic Jihad who would go on to become Osama bin Laden's right-hand man. 


The New Yorker has called Zawahiri "The Man Behind Bin Laden." Syed Saleem Shahzad, a 
Pakistani journalist with access to senior Al Qaeda commanders, has argued it was Zawahiri, not the 
"figurehead" bin Laden, who "formulated the organization’s ideological line and devised 
operational plans." 


Born in a suburb of Cairo in 1951 to a distinguished middle-class family, Zawahiri went on to study 
medicine at Cairo University, eventually earning a master's degree in surgery and serving three 
years as a surgeon in the Egyptian Army before establishing his own clinic. He wore Western dress, 
avoided the radical Islamist activism sweeping campus in his university days, and, according to one 
Westerner who met him in the mid-1970s, didn't talk or act like "a traditional Muslim." 


But, we are asked to believe, this was all a front. In fact, according to the authors of the officially 
sanctioned history of Al Qaeda, Zawahiri was a lifelong radical who had joined the Muslim 
Brotherhood in 1965 at the tender young age of 14 and was set on his path toward violent jihad the 
next year, after the execution of the Brotherhood's then-leader, Sayyid Qutb. 


Qutb was famous for his role in inspiring a generation of radical Muslims—including Azzam, 
Osama and Zawahiri—to take up violent jihad against the West and the forces of modernity in the 
creation of a new caliphate. Less remembered is Qutb's assertion that —during the 1960s, when 
Saudi King Faisal was openly conspiring with the CIA and Aramco to stir up anti-socialist Muslim 
groups and undermine Pan-Arabism and Arab nationalism—"America made Islam." 


The then-15-year-old Zawahiri, we are told, responded to Qutb's execution by helping to "form an 
underground militant cell dedicated to replacing the secular Egyptian government with an Islamic 
one." By the late 1970s, a number of these cells had merged into a larger militant organization, 
Egyptian Islamic Jihad, which, incensed by President Anwar Sadat's signing of a peace treaty with 
Israel, assassinated him during a military parade on October 6, 1981. 


Zawahiri was one of over 300 militants rounded up in the wake of the assassination and—having 
the best command of English among the defendants—became their spokesman for the international 
press. 


PRISONER: For the whole world, this is our word by Dr. Ayman Zawahiri. 


AYMAN AL-ZAWAHIRI: Now we want to speak to the whole world. Who are we? 
Who are we? Why did they bring us here? And what we want to say? About the first 
question: We are Muslims. We are Muslims who believe in their religion. [inaudible] 
We believe in our religion, both in ideology and practice, and hence we tried our best to 
establish an Islamic state and an Islamic society! 


SOURCE: The Power of Nightmares Pt. 1 


Before being arrested, Zawahiri had already spent some time in Peshawar, seeing firsthand the 
squalor of the refugee camps and even crossing the border into Afghanistan to witness the fighting 
itself. After his release from prison in Egypt in 1984, Zawahiri made his way to Jeddah and then 
back to Peshawar. 


Thus, by the mid-1980s, all of the main characters that were associated with the rise of modern 
Islamic terror and the founding of Al Qaeda—Azzam, Osama, Zawahiri and their early associates— 
were now directly involved in the war in Afghanistan. They were not a single, cohesive group— 
Azzam and Zawahiri were rivals for Osama's funds and attention, with Zawahiri even spreading 
rumours among the mujahideen that Azzam worked for the Americans. But together, they formed 
the backbone of what would come to be called the "Afghan Arabs," an inaccurate term for all of the 
foreign jihadis who came to fight in Afghanistan, both Arab (including Saudis recruited by Osama 
and Egyptian members of Zawahiri's Islamic Jihad group) and non-Arab (Turks, Malays and others 
from across the Muslim world). 


The Afghan Arabs were not the main fighting force in Afghanistan. In fact, some argue they were 
almost totally irrelevant to the fight; making up only a small percentage of the total mujahideen, 
they often got into quarrels with the Afghan fighters and were responsible for almost no significant 
victories in the struggle against the Soviets. But the story of these "holy warriors" who had 
answered the call of jihad spread throughout the Muslim world, helped in no small part by their 
own propensity for self-promotion. Azzam launched Al-Jihad Magazine to help publicize the 
Afghan Arabs' exploits and, with Osama's funding behind him, was able to make it an international 
concern. Distributed in America by the Islamic Centre in Tucson, Arizona, the magazine sold 
thousands of copies per month in the US alone. 


But for some time there has been debate about the nature of the US role in fostering and funding the 
Afghan Arabs. While historians, scholars and journalists agree that CIA funding for the 

Afghan jihad—estimated to be well over $3 billion—did find its way to the Arab fighters, it has 
long been debated whether there was any direct contact between American intelligence and Osama 
bin Laden. 


In the officially sanctioned history of the Afghan-Soviet War, the Americans were aiding the people 
of Afghanistan, brave "freedom fighters" who were engaged in a heroic struggle against the evil 
Soviet Empire. 


RONALD REAGAN: The fact that freedom is the strongest force in the world is daily 
demonstrated by the people of Afghan. Accordingly, I am dedicating on behalf of the 
American people the March 22nd launch of the Columbia to the people of Afghanistan. 


SOURCE: Afghanistan Day Proclamation Speech 
REAGAN: The support that the United States has been providing the resistance will be 
strengthened, rather than diminished, so that it can continue to fight effectively for 


freedom. A just struggle against foreign tyranny can count upon worldwide support, 
both political and material. t 


[<a] 


On behalf of the American people, I salute chairman Kalis, his delegation and the 
people of Afghanistan themselves. 


[Applause] 


You are a nation of heroes. 


SOURCE: President Reagan's Remarks After a Meeting With Afghan Resistance 
Leaders on November 12, 1987 


RICHARD CRENNA (AS SAM TRAUTMAN): Hard to believe, John. 
SYLVESTER STALLONE (AS JOHN RAMBO): What's that, sir? 
TRAUTMAN: Well, I hate to admit it, but I think we're getting soft. 
RAMBO: Maybe just a little, sir. Just a little. 


[CAPTION: THIS FILM IS DEDICATED TO THE GALLANT PEOPLE OF 
AFGHANISTAN.] 


SOURCE: RAMBO III 


This is the story propounded by the final report of the 9/11 Commission, which holds that the covert 
aid supplied for the operation by the United States went to Pakistan, who then distributed the funds 
and supplies directly to the Afghan fighters, not the Afghan Arabs. "Saudi Arabia and the United 
States supplied billions of dollars worth of secret assistance to rebel groups in Afghanistan fighting 
the Soviet occupation," the 9/11 Commission explained in the section of its report dedicated to "The 


Rise of bin Laden and Al Qaeda." "This assistance was funneled through Pakistan: the Pakistani 
military intelligence service (Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate, or ISID), helped train the 
rebels and distribute the arms. But bin Laden and his comrades had their own sources of support 
and training, and they received little or no assistance from the United States." 


Here the 9/11 Commission is in agreement with Zawahiri himself, who insisted in his 2001 book, 
Knights Under the Prophet's Banner, that "the United States did not give one penny in aid to the 
mujahideen." After all, he adds: "If the Arab Afghans are the mercenaries of the United States who 
have now rebelled against it, why is the United States unable to buy them back now?" 


Zawahiri's rhetorical question has not always been answered in the way he intended it. In fact, 
numerous sources over the years have pointed to just such direct contact between the US and the 
Afghan Arabs—and even between the CIA and Osama bin Laden himself. 


There was Ted Gunderson, for example, a 27-year veteran of the FBI who claimed to have met bin 
Laden at the Hilton Hotel in Sherman Oaks, California, in 1986. Osama, Gunderson says, was 
introduced under the name "Tim Osman" and was in the midst of a US tour with a State Department 
handler, looking to procure weapons and support for the Afghan jihad. The only document that ever 
emerged to back this story up, however, was a crude, self-typed, single-page memo of unknown 
origin that only serves to throw an already dubious story into even further doubt. 


Or there was journalist Joseph Trento's claim in his 2006 book, Prelude to Terror: The Rogue CIA 
and the Legacy of America’s Private Intelligence Network, that "CIA money was actually funneled 
to MAK, since it was recruiting young Muslim men to come join the jihad in Afghanistan." That 
claim, however, comes from a "former CIA officer" who couldn’t be identified because "at the time 
of the writing of this book, he was back in Afghanistan as a private contractor." 


Or there was Simon Reeve, who wrote The New Jackals—the first book on Al Qaeda—in 1998. In 
it, he states that US agents "armed [bin Laden's] men by letting him pay rock-bottom prices for 
basic weapons." This claim, too, sources to an anonymous former CIA official. 


In 2000, The Guardian reported on "Bin Laden: the question facing the next US president," stating 
flatly: "In 1986 the CIA even helped him [bin Laden] build an underground camp at Khost, where 


he was to train recruits from across the Islamic world in the business of guerrilla warfare." No 
source is provided for the claim, however. 


In 2003, MSNBC Senior Correspondent Michael Moran wrote that: "Bin Laden, along with a small 
group of Islamic militants from Egypt, Pakistan, Lebanon, Syria and Palestinian refugee camps all 
over the Middle East, became the 'reliable' partners of the CIA in its war against Moscow." 
However, he conceded that "It should be pointed out that the evidence of bin Laden’s connection to 
these activities is mostly classified." 


Supporters of the official story, however, make a valid point: of all the things that the 
multimillionaire heir to the bin Laden family fortune needed on his rise to international infamy, 
money was not one of them. No, what bin Laden needed for his burgeoning terror group to thrive 
was not more money; it was protection. 


As he turned from "Anti-Soviet warrior" to international terror mastermind, bin Laden needed 
officials to look the other way as his people moved across borders. He needed routine security 
procedures to be abandoned at key moments. He needed intelligence agencies to disconnect the dots 


and fail to act on information at their disposal. When members of his organization got caught, he 
needed strings to be pulled so his associates could continue their operation. 


And, as we shall see, this is precisely the type of protection that Osama bin Laden and his associates 
were to receive time and again in the coming decades. 


Regardless of direct western intelligence involvement in the arming, funding or training of Maktab 
al-Khidamat, the question soon became a moot point. As the Afghan war was drawing to its 
inevitable conclusion and the Soviets prepared to march back to Moscow, Osama bin Laden was 
already planning a new group to consolidate his international network of mujahideen and to take the 
jihad global. 


According to documents obtained from a March 2002 raid of the Sarajevo offices of Benevolence 
International Foundation—a not-for-profit humanitarian relief organization that was declared a 
financier of terrorism in the wake of 9/11—the original idea for the founding of Al Qaeda was 
discussed in a meeting on August 11, 1988. In attendance at the meeting: Osama bin Laden, 
Mohamed Atef—an Egyptian engineer and member of Zawahiri's Egyptian Islamic Jihad who 
would go on to become Al Qaeda's military commander—Jamal al-Fadl, a Sudanese militant 
recruited for the Afghan war from the MAK's US headquarters in Brooklyn, and a dozen others. 


There are conflicting stories about the origin of the name "Al Qaeda," which means "the base" in 
Arabic. Bin Laden claims that "Al Qaeda" was simply the name used for the mujahideen training 
camps and "the name stayed." Others attribute it to Abdullah Azzam, who published a brief article 
in al-Jihad Magazine in April 1988, entitled "al-Qa’ida al-Subah," or, "The Solid Base," in which 
he wrote: 


For every invention there must be a vanguard (tali’a) to carry it forward and, while 
forcing its way into society, endure enormous expenses and costly sacrifices. There is no 
ideology, neither earthly nor heavenly, that does not require such a vanguard that gives 
everything it possesses in order to achieve victory for this ideology. It carries the flag all 
along the sheer endless and difficult path until it reaches its destination in the reality of 
life, since Allah has destined that it should make it and manifest itself. 


This vanguard constitutes the solid base (al-Qa’ida al-Subah) for the expected society. 


In 2005, former British Foreign Secretary Robin Cook claimed that Al Qaeda was literally "the 
database," that is, "the computer file of the thousands of mujahideen who were recruited and trained 
with help from the CIA to defeat the Russians." He did not, however, provide proof for this claim, 
evidence of the existence of such a database itself, or an explanation of how he knew this 
information. 


The founding document itself mentions "Al Qaeda Al Askariya" ("the Military Base"), explaining 
that: "The mentioned Al Qaeda is basically an organized Islamic faction, its goal will be to lift the 
word of God, to make his religion victorious." 


It lists the "Requirements to enter Al Qaeda": 


e Members of the open duration. 
e Listening and obedient. 

e Good-manners. 

e Referred from a trusted side. 


e Obeying statutes and instructions of Al Qaida. These are from the rules of the work. 
It gives the pledge for new members: 


The pledge of God and his covenant is upon me, to listen and obey the superiors, who 
are doing this work, in energy, early-rising, difficulty, and easiness, and for his 
superiority upon us, so that the word of God will be the highest, and His religion 
victorious. 


And it ends by noting that there were "thirty brothers in Al Qaeda, meeting the requirements, and 
thank God." 


The meeting was noted by no one. In the larger scheme of things, it meant nothing. A ragtag band of 
thirty fighters, even if that ragtag band was led and financed by a Saudi millionaire, could 
accomplish very little on their own, and in the wake of the seismic forces taking place in 
Afghanistan at the time, it did not even register as a blip on the radar of anyone in the region. But 
the assistance and protection that would help steward this group of jihadi miscreants into a brand 
name for international terror was already in effect. 


The early glimmers of this protection could be seen in Maktab al-Khidamat's efforts to recruit and 
train mujahideen for the Afghan jihad in the US. Starting in Tucson, Arizona, MAK would go on to 
open 30 branches in cities across the US, including their most important location, the Al Kifah 
Refugee Center based out of Brooklyn's Faruq Mosque. The CIA's role in aiding MAK and Al 
Kifah in their recruitment efforts has been an acknowledged fact for decades. 


In 2001, Newsweek called the center "a dreary inner-city building that doubled as a recruiting post 
for the CIA seeking to steer fresh troops to the mujahideen." 


In 1995, New York Magazine explained: "The highlight for the centre’s regulars were the 
inspirational jihad lecture series, featuring CIA-sponsored speakers. One week on Atlantic Avenue, 
it might be a CIA-trained Afghan rebel travelling on a CIA-issued visa; the next, it might be a 
clean-cut Arabic-speaking Green Beret, who would lecture about the importance of being part of the 
mujahideen." 


J. Michael Springmann, a visa officer at the US Consulate in Jeddah from 1987 to 1989, testified 
how his decisions to deny visas to enter the United States to clearly unqualified applicants were 
routinely overridden by CIA officers at the consulate as part of their effort to "help Osama bin 
Laden's mujahideen in Afghanistan." 


J. MICHAEL SPRINGMANN: I was being pressured by the Consul, General Jay 
Philip Freres, by a consular officer—I'm sorry, not a consular officer, a commercial 
officer—and various other people throughout the consulate: "We need a visa for this 


guy. W 


It wasn't a visa for my friend, it wasn't a visa for a prospective business contact. It was 
for somebody like the two Pakistanis who were going to a trade show in the United 
States: they couldn't name the trade show, they couldn't name the city in which it was 
being held, but a CIA case officer concealed in the commercial section demanded a visa 
for these people within the hour of my refusing them. 


And I said, "No. They can't tell me where they're going, they can't tell me why they're 
going. The law is very clear: these are intending immigrants unless and until they can 


prove otherwise, and they haven't done it. Do you have some information that was not 
available to me when they applied?" He said, "No." I said, "They're not going." He went 
to Justice Stevens, the chief of the consular section, and got a visa for these guys. 


[al 


And it wasn't until I was out of the Foreign Service (when my appointment had been 
terminated for unspecified reasons) that I learned from three good sources—Joe Trento, 
the journalist; a fellow attached to a university in Washington, D.C.; and a guy with 
expert knowledge on the Middle East who had worked for a government agency—they 
said, "It's very simple. The CIA and its asset, Osama bin Laden, were recruiting 
terrorists for the Afghan war." 


They were sending them to the United States for training, for rewards, for whatever 
purpose and then sending them on to Afghanistan. And most likely, the problems they 
had with the liquor at the consulate—large amounts be disappearing and being sold at 
very high markups and so forth—was being used to fund this. 


SOURCE: 9/11 Citizens' Commission - 10. Michael Springman VISAs for Terrorists 


In a 1994 debriefing of his experience at Jeddah, Springmann cited Sheikh Abdel-Rahman as one of 
the "CIA operatives" with "terrorist ties" who were being aided by this program. 


Omar Abdel-Rahman, better known as "the Blind Sheikh," was born in Egypt in 1938 and lost his 
eyesight at just 10 months old. Studying a braille version of the Qur'an, Rahman was sent to an 
Islamic boarding school, and, inspired by the writings of Sayyid Qutb, earned a doctorate in quranic 
interpretation from Al-Azhar University in Cairo. He made a name for himself among Islamic 
fundamentalists for his forceful denunciations of the secular government of Nasser, who imprisoned 
Rahman without charge for several months. It was Rahman who issued the fatwa that was used to 
justify the assassination of Sadat, and it was in prison, on trial for his part in the assassination, that 
Rahman met Zawahiri. 


After his release from prison, the Blind Sheikh made his way to join the jihad in Afghanistan, 
where, aS even mainstream sources note, he "is said to have established links with the Central 
Intelligence Agency." The CIA, it was later reported, had paid for Rahman to travel to Peshawar and 
"preach to the Afghans about the necessity of unity to overthrow the Kabul regime." 


These CIA "links" served the Blind Sheikh well. As one of the most notorious Islamic radicals in 
the Middle East, the Blind Sheikh was on a US State Department terrorist watch list that should 
have barred him entry to America. Nevertheless, in May, 1990, he obtained a tourist visa to enter 
the United States from a consul in the US Embassy in Khartoum. When the visa was first reported 
to the public in December of that year, a spokesperson for the State Department insisted that the 
consul had "made a mistake," explaining that they "didn't follow the procedures" and failed to check 
Rahman's name against the State Department watchlist. 


It wasn't until July of 1993, five months after the bombing of the World Trade Center directed by 
Rahman and aided by an FBI informant, that the truth was revealed: "Central Intelligence Agency 
officers reviewed all seven applications made by Sheik Omar Abdel Rahman to enter the United 
States between 1986 and 1990 and only once turned him down because of his connections to 
terrorism" reported The New York Times, adding that, "while the practice is somewhat sensitive and 


not widely known, it is not unusual for a low-level CIA officer to be assigned a post as a consular 
official, as they had been in each of the seven cases." It was later reported that the visas had been "a 
reward for [Rahman's] services" to the CIA in Afghanistan. 


Incredibly, this was not the end of the string of "lucky breaks" that allowed Rahman, the leader of 
the first Islamic terror cell to operate on US soil, to continue his operations unmolested. 


In November of 1990, his CIA-approved tourist visa was revoked, "but because of a procedural 
error [immigration officials] were not aware that he was in the country" and had to begin an 
investigation before he could be deported. Despite all of this, Rahman was still able to obtain a 
green card for permanent residence in the United States in April of 1991. After leaving the country 
and returning in August of that year, immigration officials identified that he was on a watch list and 
"began proceedings to rescind his residency status," but "they allowed him to re-enter the United 
States anyway." His green card was revoked in March of 1992, but he was still allowed to remain in 
the country while he applied for political asylum and plotted the World Trade Center bombing out 
of the MAK-founded, CIA-connected Al Qaeda stronghold in Brooklyn, the Al Kifah Refugee 
Center. 


But as remarkable as the Blind Sheik's story is, it is not unique. Rahman was not the only person 
associated with Al Qaeda's Al Kifah Center who proved able to freely enter the US despite being on 
a watchlist. 


In the late 1980s and early 1990s, Ayman Al-Zawahiri, the future leader of Al Qaeda, made at least 
three visits to the United States. Despite having been imprisoned in Egypt for three years after the 
assassination of Sadat and despite his known role as the leader of Egyptian Islamic Jihad, Zawahiri 
was able to enter the US and, using an alias and posing as a representative of the Kuwait Red 
Crescent Society, engage in fundraising for his terror group. His trip was made possible by one of 
his most important operatives, Ali Mohamed, who had arranged the trip and provided him with the 
fake passport he used to enter the country. 


It is in the story of Ali Mohamed, dubbed "Al Qaeda's triple agent," that the incredible ties between 
US intelligence and Al Qaeda are revealed. Indeed, the tale of Mohamed's unlikely career— 
described as "the most tantalizing and complex story in the history of al Qaeda's war against 
America"—is so utterly unbelievable that a Hollywood scriptwriter would reject it for being too 
implausible. 


The son of a career soldier in the Egyptian Army, Mohamed attended the Cairo Military Academy 
and obtained two bachelor’s degrees and a master’s degree in psychology from the University of 
Alexandria. Mohamed followed in his father's footsteps, joining the Egyptian Army and quickly 
rising to the rank of major. An intelligence officer in the Egyptian Special Forces, Mohamed was a 
member of the same unit that carried out the assassination of Sadat in 1981. But he was not in Egypt 
when it happened. He was training with the US Green Berets at Fort Bragg on a foreign officer 
exchange program. 


The FBI would later allege that it was during this training course that Mohamed was first 
approached by the CIA, who sought to recruit him as a foreign asset. That same year, Mohamed 
joined Zawahiri's Egyptian Islamic Jihad and raised the suspicions of the Egyptian Army not just for 
his ties to the Sadat assassination unit, but for his conspicuous acts of Islamic fundamentalism, 
including taking time for the five daily prayers and loudly proclaiming his Islamic beliefs to anyone 
who would listen. 


Discharged from the Egyptian Army in 1984, Mohamed—at the behest of Zawahiri—landed a job 
as a counterterrorism security advisor for Egypt Air. Impressed by Mohamed's abilities, Zawahiri 
tasked him with a seemingly impossible challenge: infiltrate an intelligence service of the US 
government. Remarkably, according to the official history of Al Qaeda propounded by the very 
intelligence services Mohamed was tasked with infiltrating, that was exactly what he did. 


According to that official story, in 1984 Mohamed turned up at the CIA station in Cairo, offering his 
services. The CIA took him up on the offer, sending him to Hamburg, Germany, to infiltrate a 
Hezbollah-linked mosque there. Upon arrival in Hamburg, Mohamed immediately announced that 
he had been sent by the CIA. The agency, learning of the betrayal, officially cut their ties with him, 
putting Mohamed on a State Department watchlist that should have prevented him from entering the 
US. But, as government sources later told The Boston Globe, he was able to enter the country in 
1985 anyway with the help of "clandestine CIA sponsorship." According to the report, Mohamed 
"benefitted from a little known visa-waiver program that allows the CIA and other security agencies 
to bring valuable agents into the country, bypassing the usual immigration formalities." 


What happened next defies all credulity. On his flight from Athens to New York, Mohamed sat next 
to Linda Lee Sanchez, a single medical technician from Santa Clara, California 10 years his senior. 
After spending the flight in conversation, the two agreed to meet again and six weeks later they 
were married at the Chapel of the Bells in Reno, Nevada. Now applying for US citizenship, 
Mohamed enlisted in the US Army in August 1986, completing basic training at Fort Jackson, South 
Carolina, and receiving an Army Achievement Medal for his exemplary performance. Completing 
jump school and qualifying as an expert marksman on the M-16, Mohamed quickly reached the 
rank of E-4 and was then inexplicably posted to the Special Operations Command at Fort Bragg, 
where he had earlier trained as a foreign exchange officer. Working as a supply sergeant for a Green 
Beret unit, he was soon lecturing on the Middle East to students at the John F. Kennedy Special 
Warfare Center, the training center for US special forces. 


ALI MOHAMED: Islam cannot survive in an area without political domination. Islam 
itself, as a religion, cannot survive. If I live in one area, we have to establish an Islamic 
state, because Islam without political domination cannot survive. 


SOURCE: The Middle East Focus Series Presented By: Ali Mohamed 


Even his commanding officer, Lt. Col. Robert Anderson, was stunned by the incredibly unlikely rise 
through the ranks of this watchlisted Muslim radical. 


"I think you or I would have a better chance of winning Powerball (a lottery), than an Egyptian 
major in the unit that assassinated Sadat would have getting a visa, getting to California . . . getting 
into the Army and getting assigned to a Special Forces unit," Anderson later told The San Francisco 
Chronicle. "That just doesn't happen. " 


But it did. And the unbelievable story of Ali Mohamed did not stop there; in fact, it was only just 
beginning. 


In 1987, Mustafa Shalabi, the emir of the Al Qaeda-linked Al Kifah Refugee Center in Brooklyn, 
transmitted a request from the mujahideen in Afghanistan for Ali Mohamed to come and train rebel 
troops in the camps there. Mohamed requested a 30-day leave from the Army and made his 
preparations to travel to Paris and from there on to Afghanistan using forged documents provided to 
him by mujahideen agents. 


Mohamed made no attempt to hide his plan and Lt. Colonel Steve Neely, the JFK Special Warfare 
Center instructor who hired Mohamed as a lecturer, was so upset at the idea—a US soldier heading 
to a war zone to engage in training and, inevitably, combat, without the permission of the Army— 
that he sent a report up the chain of command informing his superior officers about Mohamed's 
plan. But he never heard back. 


Ali Mohamed went to Afghanistan, where he not only provided training to the mujahideen, but, 
according to his own story, even fought and killed two Soviet Special Forces officers. When he 
returned to his duties at Fort Bragg after his 30 day leave, he even presented one of his mementos— 
a belt from one of the Soviet soldiers he had killed—to his commanding officer. 


NARRATOR: Fort Bragg, North Carolina. A month after he left for Afghanistan, Ali 
Mohammed returns here 11 kilograms lighter and brandishing a war trophy. 


LT. COL. ROBERT ANDERSON: Then he came back and gave us a debriefing with 
maps and even brought back this Russian Special Forces belt. He said that he'd killed 
the Russian Special Forces soldier. 


NARRATOR: Col. Anderson says he sent two separate reports to his superiors 
criticizing Ali Mohamed for his Afghan adventure. He receives no response. Anderson 
says he did not have enough evidence to bring charges against Mohamed. 


SOURCE: Triple Cross: Bin Laden's Spy in America 


So outrageous was Mohamed's behaviour that his commanding officer came to believe that he was 
being "sponsored" by a US intelligence agency. "I assumed the CIA," he told The San Francisco 
Chronicle. Anderson was not alone in this belief. Back in California, Mohamed's friends also 
assumed his CIA ties. "Everyone in the community knew he was working as a liaison between the 
CIA and the Afghan cause,” Ali Zaki, a San Jose obstetrician who was close to Mohamed, told The_ 


Washington Post. 


CIA sponsorship would explain Mohamed's incredible ability to break Army regulations at will with 
complete impunity. While serving in the US Armed Forces, Mohamed spent his weekends traveling 
from Fort Bragg to Brooklyn, where he lectured at the Al Kifah Refugee Center and began 
providing military training and stolen US Special Forces documents to a cell of Islamic militants 
based there. 


Despite all of this, Mohamed received an honourable discharge from active duty in November 1989. 
Among the commendations he received: one for "patriotism, valor, fidelity and professional 
excellence." He remained a member of the US Army Reserve as he returned to his wife in 
California and began the next leg of his career. 


As we shall see, this increasingly implausible story involved Mohamed becoming an FBI informant 
while simultaneously training and steering the terror cells that would be linked to the World Trade 
Center bombing, the US Embassy bombings and the other spectacular attacks in the 1990s that 
would make Al Qaeda synonymous with international terrorism, evading the justice system for 
years and then disappearing off the face of the planet. 


By the time Mohamed left active duty at the end of 1989, the world order was beginning to shift. 
The Soviets had retreated from Afghanistan and within two short years the Soviet Union itself had 


ceased to exist. The Cold War was over and the public was promised a new world of peace and 
tranquility. 
GEORGE H. W. BUSH: We stand tonight before a new world of hope and possibilities 
for our children, a world we could not have contemplated a few years ago. The 


challenge for us now is to engage these new states in sustaining the peace and building a 
more prosperous future. 


SOURCE: Cold war ended 25 December 1991 


But this promised "new world of hope" never arrived. Instead, the world was about to be thrust into 
a new age of terror. And the public face of that terror, a young Saudi millionaire who was still being 
touted as an "Anti-Soviet Warrior," had just cobbled together his band of Islamic militants, his Al 
Qaeda "base," in the training camps of Afghanistan. 


And, as we will see, as the world plunged into this new era of violence, the planners of the 
American Empire—like the planners of the British Empire before them—were more than willing to 
aid, protect and use these radical Muslims to attain their own ends. 
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"The terrorist and the policeman both come from the same basket. Revolution, legality 
—counter-moves in the same game; forms of idleness at bottom identical." 


Joseph Conrad 
The Secret Agent 


INTRODUCTION 
Alexandria, Egypt. July 23, 1954. 


It's Revolution Day in Egypt and the streets of Alexandria are teeming with revelers. Two men— 
Victor Levy and Philip Natanson—pick their way through the crowd on their way to the cinema 
quarter, each nervously clutching a device in their pocket. Eyeing the fire trucks parked at the 
intersections, Philip leans over to Victor and whispers: "They're expecting us." 


They reach the steps of the Rio Cinema just as the audience from the afternoon showing begin 
pouring out of the entrance. They fight their way through the stream of people and into the foyer 
and immediately see a man in the usual garb of an Egyptian plainclothes detective waiting for them. 
Philip turns to run away but instantly a wave of heat begins to sear his thigh. He tries to tell Victor 
to run, but no words come out. Instead, a white hot flame leaps from his trousers. He squeezes his 


thigh with all his strength in a vain attempt to stop the flame before the bomb can ignite—but it's 
too late. 


There's an explosion. 


Philip lies on the ground, his arms and legs burnt black from the bomb. Victor is nowhere to be 
seen. Soon, a police sergeant arrives, along with the plainclothes detective. Someone in the crowd 
shouts, "Take care! He may have another bomb!" But the sergeant moves in all the same. "Don't 
worry. We were waiting for them." 


The police had been expecting them. Victor and Philip were Egyptian Jews, members of a sleeper 
cell established by Israeli military intelligence in 1951. 


The Israelis had watched in dismay as the military coup in Egypt in 1952 led to the rise of Gamel 
Abdel Nasser, who was not only hostile to Israel, but who, as a perceived anti-communist, was 
securing military and financial aid from the Americans and even the British. With Britain already 
staging talks to withdraw from their Suez military base, Israel decided to act. In 1954, they 
activated their military intelligence sleeper cell in the country for an audacious mission. Codenamed 
Operation Susannah, their plan was to stage an increasingly spectacular series of bombings in Cairo 
and Alexandria. 


The first bombing—an explosion at the Alexandria central post office on July 2nd—had gone off 
without a hitch. The second, a simultaneous attack on the American Libraries in Cairo and 
Alexandria, was similarly successful. It was their third attack—an ambitious attempt to bomb two 
cinemas in Cairo, two in Alexandria and the Cairo railway station—that failed, derailing the 
operation. Ten members of the cell were rounded up. Of the ten, two committed suicide in the 
course of their interrogations by the Egyptian police, two more were executed, and six were 
sentenced to prison, eventually making their way to Israel after their release. 


After decades of internal Israeli investigations, finger-pointing, political scandal and high-profile 
resignations, the full truth of Operation Susannah remains shrouded in official secrecy. The Israeli 
government did not even formally acknowledge the incident until 2005, a full half-century after the 
affair, when nine of the agents were officially commended for their service. 


But the reasoning behind the operation was revealed during one of the commissions of inquiry that 
was established to examine the affair. According to one officer who was given oral instructions 
directly from Israel's Military Intelligence chief, Binyamin Gibli: 


[Our goal is] to break the West's confidence in the existing [Egyptian] regime . . . . The 
actions should cause arrests, demonstrations, and expressions of revenge. The Israeli 
origin should be totally covered while attention should be shifted to any other possible 
factor. The purpose is to prevent economic and military aid from the West to Egypt. 


In short, the Israelis had attempted a false flag operation, hoping to blame their own spectacular acts 
of violence on the Muslim Brotherhood or the communists in order to destabilize Nasser's 
government, undermine Western confidence in its Egyptian ally, and persuade the British military to 
remain at their Suez base. 


The operation was a failure in every sense. The cell was discovered and its members imprisoned. 
Their actions did not destabilize the Nasser government, nor did they influence the relationship 
between Egypt and the West. And the British did leave their base in 1956, after an abortive 


Israeli/British/French invasion of the region was brought to an end by the US and the Soviets. But 
it did implant an idea in the minds of the Western military planners: that acts of terrorism could be 
staged and blamed on Muslim scapegoats to further their own political goals. 


As we shall see, it was not long before America's military brass were forwarding their own 
operational plans making use of this tactic . . . plans that would culminate in the most spectacular 
terrorist attack the world had yet seen. 


Part Two: 9/11 


Tuesday, September 11, 2001, dawned temperate and nearly cloudless in the eastern United States. 


EARLY SHOW: Miles and miles of sunshine. Miles Davis. Going to put Miles out 
there today. Nice as it could be across the Northeast. Rough seas still from the chop 
from that hurricane, but other than that it’s kind of quiet around the country. We like 
quiet. It’s quiet. It’s too quiet. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 8:31am EDT on WUSA - The Early Show 


In a matter of moments, however, the quiet of that Tuesday morning transformed into the turbulence 
of 9/11, and the world seemed to turn upside down. As the events of that day played out like a 
Hollywood movie on TV screens around the world, the meaning of those events was still far from 
clear. Who was behind this attack? Why were they attacking? What did the perpetrators hope to 
gain from it? 


And yet it was there, in the initial hours of those chaotic events—years before the congressional 
inquiries and presidential commissions presumed to answer those questions—that all of the 
essential pieces of the official story of 9/11 were laid out on the tv screens of the American public. 


8:50 AM 


DIANE SAWYER: We want to tell you what we know as we know it, but we just got a 
report in that there's been some sort of explosion at the World Trade Center in New York 
City. One report said—and we can't confirm any of this—that a plane may have hit one 
of the two towers of the World Trade Center, but again you're seeing the live pictures 
here. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 8:50am EDT on WJLA - ABC News Good Morning 
America 


9:03 AM 

JON SCOTT: There was a pilot who flew— There was another one! We just saw— We 
just saw another one. We just saw another one apparently go— Another plane just flew 
into the second tower. This raises— This has to be deliberate, folks. 


CORRESPONDENT: Well, that would begin to say that, yeah. 
SCOTT: We just saw on live television as a second plane flew into the second tower of 


the World Trade Center. Now, given what has been going on around the world, some of 
the key suspects come to mind: Osama bin Laden. Who knows what? 


SOURCE: Original News Broadcast on 9/11/01 


11:51 AM 

MARK WALSH: I was watching with my roommate—it was approximately several 
minutes after the first plane had hit. I saw this plane come out of nowhere and just ream 
right into the side of the Twin Tower, exploding through the other side. And then I 
witnessed both towers collapse, one first and then the second, mostly due to structural 
failure because the fire was just too intense. 


SOURCE: FOX News 9-11-2001 Live Coverage 8:46 A.M E.T - 5:00 PM E.T 


11:54 AM 

JERROLD POST: I am sure the highest degree of probability associated with this 
attack, which had remarkable coordination and logistical sophistication, would be 
Osama bin Laden's Al Qaeda group. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 11:54am EDT on WITG 


5:54 PM 


KATIE COURIC: One senior US intelligence official says now that the US is 90% 
certain that bin Laden was responsible for today's attack. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 5:54pm EDT on WRC - News 4 at 5 


8:22 PM 


PETER JENNINGS: He—an engineer and an architect—speculates here that the heat 
above the crash site on the twin trade towers may have indeed caused the building 
above to melt, just simply collapsing in itself and putting enormous weight on the rest 
of the building below, which could not possibly stand it. Now the steel columns which 
go up through the building, built to code at best, would only be able, he believes, to 
have been able to stand an hour or an hour and a half of intense fire like this, pressing 
down on the rest of the building until it finally was able to give way. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 8:22pm EDT on WJLA 


Remarkably, these initial, off-the-cuff speculations turned out to be—according to the various 
inquiries and investigations that followed—accurate in all their main respects. Osama bin Laden, 
the mastermind of the Al Qaeda terrorist organization, had planned and directed this attack. The 
Twin Towers had collapsed due to structural failure, because the fire was just too intense. 


These assertions, drilled into the minds of a susceptible audience still reeling in shock from the 
horror of the events they had just witnessed, became the core tenets of what would become 
enshrined in the final report of the 9/11 Commission as the "official story" of 9/11. 


In this official story, Osama bin Laden, once the "anti-Soviet warrior on the road to peace," was 
now an international terror kingpin. Radicalized by the arrival of US military forces in the Arabian 
peninsula in the Gulf War, he issued a fatwa against the United States and began a series of strikes 
on US targets; first bombing the US embassies in Tanzania and Kenya in 1998, and then bombing 
the USS Cole while it was harbored in Aden in October of 2000. 


According to this version of events, the 9/11 plot was hatched by Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, a 
"highly educated" Pakistani militant who presented the "planes operation"—as the 9/11 


Commission asserts it was originally known—to Osama bin Laden and his chief of operations, 
Mohammed Atef, in 1996. It was bin Laden, we are told, who greenlighted the operation "sometime 
in late 1998 or early 1999." The three of them developed a list of buildings to be targeted—the 
White House, the U.S. Capitol, the Pentagon, and the World Trade Center—and bin Laden himself 
handpicked the men he wanted to carry out the operation. 


Carefully moving their operatives into place over the course of the next two years, this crack terror 
squad—devoted Muslim radicals willing to die for their beliefs—succeeded through a combination 
of skill and the colossal failure of the American intelligence complex, hindered by bureaucracy and 
hampered by a lack of political will to recognize the growing threat of Islamic terror. 


No individual was to blame for this "failure," the official story of 9/11 concludes, but the remedy to 
the problems presented by the 9/11 attack was obvious: to erect a new homeland security complex, 
tear down the walls between foreign intelligence and domestic policing, implement warrantless 
surveillance and other legally dubious means of disrupting potential terror threats on the home 
front, and launch a war on terror abroad to bring the battle to the terrorists. 


But this narrative, now enshrined as the official history of 9/11— that the 9/11 plot was hatched by 
Khalid Sheikh Mohammed in 1996, that it was directed by terrorist mastermind Osama bin Laden 
and that it was executed by Al Qaeda so flawlessly that the intelligence agencies could not have 
even envisioned it, let alone prevented it— 


GEORGE W. BUSH: Nobody in our government, at least—and I don't think the prior 
government—could envision flying airplanes into buildings. 


SOURCE: The President's News Conference - April 13, 2004 


—is now contested in every respect, even by defenders of that official history. 


As even mainstream authors like Jason Burke were forced to admit, the popular conception of Al 
Qaeda—that of a top-down organization with a single leader overseeing its operations—was a 
convenient fiction, created by the FBI so they could prosecute bin Laden in absentia for the 1998 
bombings of two US embassies in East Africa. In order to prosecute bin Laden, they had to show 
that Al Qaeda "coordinates the activities of its global membership" and that bin Laden, as the leader 
of the group, bears the responsibility for any actions attributed to the organization. 


JASON BURKE: The idea, which is critical to the FBI's prosecution—that bin Laden 
ran a coherent organization with operatives and cells all around the world, of which you 
could be a member—is a myth. There is no Al Qaeda organization. There is no 
international network with a leader, with carders who will unquestionably obey orders, 
with tentacles that stretch out to sleeper cells in America, in Africa, in Europe. That idea 
of a coherent structured terrorist network with an organized capability simply does not 
exist. 


SOURCE: The Power Of Nightmares: Part 3 The Shadows In The Cave (2004) 


Even the 9/11 Commission's final report had to admit that Al Qaeda was less of a mafia-like 
organization with a capo served by his faithful lieutenants and more of a funding organization for 
"terrorist entrepreneurs." "Al Qaeda's worldwide terrorist operations," the report conceded, "relied 
heavily on the ideas and work of enterprising and strong-willed field commanders who enjoyed 
considerable autonomy." 


As we Saw in Part 1 of this exploration, Origin Story, these "terrorist entrepreneurs" included 
among their ranks renowned international Islamic radicals—like "The Blind Sheikh," Omar Abdel 
Rahman—and lesser-known but incredibly prolific terror cell leaders—like Ali Mohamed—whose 
remarkable abilities to evade State Department watch lists and foment and direct spectacular terror 
attacks directly under the nose of the intelligence agencies defies explanation . . . unless one 
assumes, as their closest associates did, that they were working under the purview of those 
intelligence agencies. 


In order to better understand this aspect of the story, we have to return to 1990, the year that the 
specter of Islamic terror appeared on the shores of the United States. 


Abdullah Azzam—Osama bin Laden's mentor and co-founder with bin Laden of the Maktab al- 
Khidamat (MAK), or the "Office of Services," which provided funding, training and an 
international support network to the "Afghan Arabs" during the Soviet-Afghan war—is dead, killed 
in a car bombing in Peshawar, Pakistan. It is never determined who committed the assassination, 
but Azzam's death resolves a dispute about the future of the jihad movement. Azzam had favoured 
continuing the fight in Afghanistan, pressing for the formation of an Islamic regime in Kabul. Bin 
Laden had other ideas; and now, as the undisputed leader of the old MAK network, he is free to 
pursue those ideas under the "Al Qaeda" banner. 


But "Al Qaeda," at this point, barely even exists as a propaganda construct. Despite grandiose 
visions of creating "a unified global jihad movement,” the withdrawal of the Soviets from 
Afghanistan and the end of the war leaves the group's future in doubt. Bin Laden returns to Saudi 
Arabia, looking for ways to leverage his family's wealth and power to make a name for himself in 
the Muslim world. 


Meanwhile, in New York, the era of "Islamic terror" in the United States is about to begin. 
Manhattan, New York. November 5, 1990. 


Meir Kahane—an Orthodox Jewish rabbi and a convicted terrorist whose anti-Arab views were 
considered so extreme he was banned from the Israeli Knesset—has just finished delivering a 
speech in the Morgan D Room of the New York Marriott East Side Hotel. Leaving the podium, 
Kahane has begun mingling with the crowd. Suddenly one man, Sayyid Nosair, draws a .357 
Magnum and fires, hitting Kahane twice, once in the neck. 


Nosair flees, shooting one of Kahane's supporters in the leg in his rush out the door. His 

accomplice, Mahmud Abouhalima, is supposed to be waiting at the front door in a taxi to drive him 
away, but the doorman had waved Abouhalima away moments earlier, so Nosair jumps in the wrong 
cab by mistake. When he realizes his error, he brandishes the .357, ordering the cabbie to start 
driving. Instead, the driver scrambles out of the taxi and runs away. 


Nosair is forced to flee on foot, racing down Lexington Avenue with his gun still in hand. Carlos 
Acosta, a US postal inspector, tries to stop him, drawing his weapon, but it's too late; Nosair fires 
first, hitting Acosta in the shoulder. Undeterred, Acosta drops to his knee, steadies himself and 
shoots back, hitting Nosair in the neck. Both Nosair and Kahane are rushed to Bellevue Hospital's 
trauma unit. Nosair survives his emergency operation. Kahane does not. 


The dramatic events of that November night would culminate in an even more surprising verdict 13 
months later. Not only was Nosair treated as a "lone gunman" acting of his own accord, but he was 
not even convicted of Kahane's murder. Despite such a brazen assassination—perpetrated in a 


crowded room and followed by a spectacular chase—Nosair was acquitted of murder, convicted 
instead on four lesser counts, including gun possession, assault and coercion. He was sentenced to 
just 22 years. 


So, what went wrong? The jurors contend that they had "reasonable doubt" of Nosair's guilt because 
"the prosecution did not offer a witness during the five-week trial who saw the defendant fire the 
fatal shots" and—since Kahane's family had opposed an autopsy—the fatal bullet could not be 
matched to Nosair's weapon. But, in reality, the fix was in from the start. As even the Congressional 
Joint Inquiry into the 9/11 attacks conceded in a staff statement a decade after the trial: 


According to FBI officials who were interviewed, the NYPD and the District Attorney’s 
office resisted attempts to label the Kahane assassination a 'conspiracy' despite the 
apparent links to a broader network of radicals. Instead, these organizations reportedly 
wanted the appearance of speedy justice and a quick resolution to a volatile situation. 
By arresting Nosair, they felt they had accomplished both. 


The typically bureaucratic wording of the statement obscures the reality: the NYPD and the District 
Attorney's office didn't just passively resist the attempts to "label" the assassination a "conspiracy"; 
they deliberately covered up vitally important information that would have unwound that 
conspiracy and undermined the next decade of spectacular Al Qaeda terrorism. 


Immediately after his arrest, forty-seven boxes of material were seized from Nosair's house in New 
Jersey. Among those materials were Top Secret training manuals from Fort Bragg and Secret 
communiqués from the US Joint Chiefs of Staff. Lest there be any doubt where the materials came 
from, they even discovered a video of Ali Mohammed's lectures at the Kennedy Special Warfare 
Center at Fort Bragg. But those weren't the only pieces of evidence that connected the Kahane 
assassination conspiracy—now commonly portrayed as the first act of Islamic terrorism on US soil 
—to Ali Mohammed, the remarkable CIA asset, US Army officer and FBI informant who, we are 
told, was "Al Qaeda's" strangely untouchable "triple agent" in the heart of the American intelligence 
establishment. 


El Sayyid Nosair himself—the 34-year old Egyptian-born janitor with a penchant for Prozac who 
quite literally got away with murder—was, as it turns out, not unknown to the authorities. In fact, he 
had been known to the FBI since at least the previous summer. That's when, as it was later admitted, 
Nosair and a ragtag bunch of associates had been surveilled loading up a convoy of vehicles with 
semi-automatic weapons and copious amounts of ammo and heading to the Calverton Shooting 
Range on Long Island. 


For four consecutive Sundays in July of 1989, the FBI's elite Special Operations Group—apparently 
tipped off that "PLO terrorists were threatening to blow up casinos in Atlantic City"—followed 
Nosair's convoy to the shooting range, snapping dozens of photographs of the group engaging in 
target practice with handguns, rifles and even an AK-47. 


The group had set off from the Brooklyn Al Kifah Refugee Center—Al Qaeda's New York office, 
which, as we have seen, not only operated in full view of the intelligence community but "doubled 
as a recruiting post for the CIA seeking to steer fresh troops to the mujahideen" in Afghanistan. 


Among those in attendance at the FBI-surveilled target practice sessions: 


e Nosair himself, brandishing the chrome-plated .357 that he would later use to slay Kahane; 


e Clement Rodney Hampton-El, an American-born black Muslim medical technician known 
as "Dr. Rashid," who claimed to have been wounded in Afghanistan; 

e Mahmud Abouhalima, known as "the Red" for his curly red hair, covered during the sessions 
by an NRA cap; 

e Nidal Ayyad, a Kuwaiti who had taken classes to become a US citizen; and 

e Mohammed Salameh, a Palestinian who grew up in Jordan and studied under Abdullah 
Azzam. 


Not present at those sessions in July, however, was the group's trainer, Ali Mohammed, the 
remarkable Al Qaeda "triple agent" who had been taking weekend breaks from his post at the heart 
of the US Army's Special Forces training center at Fort Bragg to instruct the Al Kifah cell in the 
techniques of guerrilla warfare, including bomb-making and weapons-handling. 


Nosair and his fellow Al Kifah plotters had been under surveillance by the FBI. Mohammed, their 
handler came straight from Fort Bragg, providing them with Top Secret government documents and 
personally overseeing their training. But, incredibly, none of these points were raised at Nosair's 
trial for the murder of Kahane. FBI officers who tried to follow the leads into the bigger plot were 
ordered to stand down. 


INTERVIEWER: What was your feeling about the "lone gunman" theory? 


ROBERT FRIEDMAN: I thought it was preposterous. Based on what my sources in 
the NYPD told me that they were ordered to treat this as a simple homicide, based on 
what my sources in the FBI told me that every time that they got a little bit ambitious 
and started broadening their investigation to search out El Sayyid Nosair's possible 
alleged terrorist links, they were told from the top to cool it, to stop investigating. That 
the NYPD would handle it as a simple homicide. 


SOURCE: Hidden Path To 9/11 


And, according to the official history, the boxes of Arabic documents seized from Nosair's house 
were not translated until years later. 


Nosair's "not guilty" verdict was cheered by his supporters, and the same cadre of Ali Mohammed- 
trained radicals who had been surveilled at the shooting range by the FBI moved on to plot their 
next spectacular terror attack: the bombing of the World Trade Center. 


And, as would be revealed in dramatic fashion years after the event, this plot, too, had an FBI 
informant at its heart. 


DAN RATHER: Last winter, the FBI was praised for its speed in cracking the case of 
the World Trade Center bombing and bringing four suspects to trial. Now there is some 
evidence that the FBI may have known of the plot in advance through an informant and 
might—might—even have stopped the bombing that killed six people. 


SOURCE: FBI could have stopped the 1993 World Trade Center bombing 


When Emad Salem—a former lieutenant colonel in the Egyptian army who arrived in the United 
States in 1988—began working as an FBI asset, he was not originally assigned to infiltrate Islamic 
terror groups. No, in 1988 the Cold War was still on and the FBI tasked Salem with penetrating 
KGB and Russian mafia rings operating in New York City. 


But by 1991, things had changed. With the Cold War over, the Bureau's priorities were shifting. 
Salem's handler, Nancy Floyd, who appreciated his work, thought the Egyptian informant's 
background might make him useful to the FBI's Joint Terrorism Task Force. Salem's new handlers 
in the Bureau's counterterror division, Louie Napoli and John Anticev, put him to work infiltrating 
the groups raising funds for international Islamic terror on US soil. His first priority: insinuating 
himself into the ring around the Blind Sheikh, Omar Abel Rahman, including El Sayyid Nosair, 
then on trial for the slaying of Kahane, and his Calverton shooting range associates. 


Salem was remarkably successful in his assignment. Haunting the trial of Nosair, he soon 
befriended Nosair's cousin, Ibrahim el-Gabrowny. El-Gabrowny immediately took to the affable 
Egyptian, introducing Salem to Nosair in jail and describing him as "a new member of the family." 
In a mere matter of weeks, Salem was caught on camera as one of Rahman's bodyguards, even 
personally driving the Blind Sheikh to Detroit to deliver fundraising speeches. 


Soon thereafter, el-Gabrowny invited Salem to join him for dinner at his Brooklyn apartment. 
There, after turning up the television in the dining room, explaining that he feared the apartment 
was bugged, el-Gabrowny sought to recruit Salem for a special mission. 


EMAD SALEM: I was in Brooklyn with Ibrahim el-Gabrowny. Ibrahim el-Gabrowny 
is Sayyid Nosair's cousin. He said that "We should start to do something, brother, so the 
government has some pressure and they don't put Brother Sayyid in more troubles." 


So I said, "Sure, of course we should do something." 
He said, "OK, and you know how to build a bomb? 
I said, "Of course! That's what we do!" 


He said, "OK, I want you to build some bombs and I'll tell you later. What do you 
need?" 


So I said to Ibrahim el-Gabrowny, "I need explosives, I need detonators, I need people 
to help me build the bombs, I need a safe place to build a bomb in." 


He said, "OK. Let me make some phone calls to Afghanistan." 


SOURCE: The Terror Routes - E1. 1979-1993 Angels & Demons 


At this early stage, the plot was less of a precise plan and more of a vague idea, devoid of details. 
Even the target of the proposed attack was undecided, with Salem being told that the group intended 
to set off bombs at twelve "Jewish locations," including temples, banks and Jewish centres around 
Brooklyn and Manhattan. Without knowing it and with hardly any effort, Salem had been recruited 
into an operation that would eventually result in the 1993 World Trade Center bombing. 


Salem worked the plot as best he could, meeting more of the Calverton shooting range associates 
and gathering information from the cell members to pass along to the Bureau. As the preparations 
for the bombing began to take shape, Salem's role in the FBI sting operation seemed clear: he would 
lead the cell along, swapping out the explosives for a harmless powder before the bombs were 
placed. Then, when the cell was ready to strike, the FBI would swoop in and round up the plotters. 


But that is not what happened. 


Salem's remarkable success in infiltrating an active plot to stage terror attacks in New York— 
something that most FBI assets fail to accomplish in the course of their career— is, in retrospect, 
stunning. But not as stunning as the FBI's response to this incredible turn of events. 


As author and journalist Peter Lance, who interviewed many of the FBI personnel involved in the 
story, explained in his book, Triple Cross: 


[P]art of Salem's deal with the Feds was that he would be a deep cover "asset," as 
opposed to an informant who was willing to tape conversations and swear to his 
undercover evidence on the stand. Salem, who had family in Egypt, was deeply wary of 
the Blind Sheikh's deadly reach. So the Bureau promised him that he'd never have to 
wear a wire or testify in open court. 


But in June 1992, Carson Dunbar—a rising young star in the FBI's New York Office—was 
appointed to head the counterterror division. Dunbar and his deputy, John Crouthamel, didn't trust 
Salem. Soon they were trying to get him to submit to additional polygraphs and, eventually, they 
broke their deal with Salem and demanded he wear a wire. Salem refused and withdrew from the 
operation, shutting the FBI out of the bomb plot. 


SALEM: It was a silly, personal confrontation. And, actually, he said (and I quote him), 
"You son of a bitch! Coming from the Middle East, dragging sand in your shoes all the 
way up to here to tell me how to run my FBI and how to do my job!" 


I told him, "Sir, I am doing your job. None of your agents could have went undercover 
that deep. I'm doing it, you're not." 


And that even provoked him more and he said, "Get out of here!" 


I walked out of his office, I looked at Nancy and John. I said, "Guys, when this bomb 
been built by somebody and goes off by somebody else, don't come knock on my door!" 


And that was it. And I walked away. 


SOURCE: The Terror Routes - E1. 1979-1993 Angels & Demons 


With Salem out of the picture, the Ali Mohammed-trained, Blind Sheikh-supported, Al Kifah- 
connected cell continued on with their plot. But, with internal disputes disrupting their plans, they 
had to find someone else to actually build the bomb. They found that person in Ramzi Yousef. 


To this day, despite having been caught, tried and convicted for the World Trade Center bombing, 
little is known about Ramzi Yousef's origins, or even his identity. The 9/11 Commission—relying 
on the torture testimony of his uncle, Khalid Sheikh Mohammed— identified him merely as a 
"Sunni extremist" whose real name was Abdul Basit. But this supposedly devout Muslim 
fundamentalist is reported to have hung out at karaoke bars and dated b-girls during his trips to the 
Philippines while his wife and daughters waited for him in Baluchistan. Even his birthplace remains 
a mystery. 


What is known is that Yousef learned bomb-making in Osama bin Laden's training camps in 
Afghanistan in the early 1990s, perhaps from Ali Mohammed himself; that in 1995 Newsday 
reported the FBI was "considering a probe of whether the CIA had any relationship with Yousef;" 


and that in 1999 Swiss journalist Richard Labeviere reported, "A classified FBI file indicates that he 
was recruited by the local branch of the CIA." 


And, like so many of the other key operatives in the Al Qaeda story, Yousef was able to avoid 
regular screening procedures, waltz across borders with forged travel documents and enter the 
United States without a visa. 


On August 31, 1992, Yousef and Ahmad Ajaj—a fellow mujahideen who Yousef had allegedly met 
at the training camps in Afghanistan—flew from Pakistan to the US despite lacking the proper 
travel documents to do so, a miraculous feat that the FBI has alleged was enabled by "direct 
assistance from senior Pakistani intelligence officials." Upon their arrival at John F. Kennedy 
International Airport in New York on September 1st, both men were immediately detained by 
immigration officials. 


Ajaj, acting "loud and belligerent," was caught with a crudely forged Swedish passport and taken to 
a back office for questioning. "The U.S. government was pretty sure Ahmad Mohammad Ajaj was a 
terrorist from the moment he stepped foot on U.S. soil," the Los Angeles Times later reported, 
noting that his suitcases were "stuffed with fake passports, fake IDs and a cheat sheet on how to lie 
to U.S. immigration inspectors." But that wasn't all; among his possessions, inspectors also found 
two handwritten notebooks filled with bomb recipes, six bomb-making guides that included pages 
from Fort Bragg military manuals, and four how-to videotapes concerning weaponry and 
surveillance training. Ajaj was charged with passport violations and sentenced to six months in 
prison. 


Yousef, meanwhile, tried a different approach. Dressed in "traditional peasant garb" and carrying an 
Iraqi passport without a US visa, Yousef strode confidently up to the immigration inspector and 
declared himself to be a refugee seeking asylum from the oppressive Iraqi government, politely 
asking to be admitted into America. After being questioned and fingerprinted, one alert immigration 


official noted his links to Ajaj and sought to detain him, but "there was not enough room in the INS 
lockup," so he was released on the condition that he show up at an asylum hearing later. 


Yousef then left the airport, took a cab to New York's East Village and immediately met with 
Mahmud Abouhalima, "the Red," who had trained with Ali Mohammed and who had served as the 
getaway driver for Nosair before being waved away by the hotel doorman. Yousef set about 
professionalizing the ragtag band of misfits, transforming their vague "Jewish locations" plot into 
an altogether more ambitious plan: to plant a bomb in the basement of one of the Twin Towers of 
the World Trade Center, collapsing it into the other tower and killing tens of thousands in the 
process. He got to work immediately, organizing the cell, renting a storage locker across the Hudson 
River in Jersey City and beginning the five month task of constructing the bomb. 


Without Salem, the FBI ostensibly no longer had an asset in the cell to watch as the plot took shape. 
But, if there had been a serious investigation underway, unraveling the cell and discovering their 
intentions would have been trivial. Ahmad Ajaj, who had been caught with a raft of terrorist training 
materials and bomb-making guides, remained in contact without Yousef the whole time, speaking to 
him frequently via the prison phone. But, although those calls were taped, no one from the FBI or 
any other agency monitored or even attempted to translate those phone calls until after the World 
Trade Center explosion the following February, and no one traced the pair's flights back to discover 
that they had both boarded in Pakistan without the proper travel documents and had even sat 
together for the first leg of their journey to New York. 


Salem even tried one last time to warn the FBI about the cell. Meeting his old handler, Nancy 
Floyd, at a Subway sandwich shop near the FBI's New York office in October of 1992 to collect his 
final $500 cash payment, he informed her that he had heard that the group was planning a new 
attack and begged her to put surveillance on Abouhalima and Salameh. But it was no use. Carson 
Dunbar had taken her off the terror investigation and all she could do was pass along the suggestion. 
Salem's warning was ignored and no one followed up on the lead. 


The FBI had followed the Al Kifah plotters to the shooting range, investigated their role in the 
Kahane murder, had an informant in their midst reporting on their plans for a spectacular terror 
attack and now another high-level terror operative had been allowed to enter the country and 
proceed with his activities unmolested, just as Ali Mohammed and the Blind Sheikh before him. 


And so it was that at noon on February 26, 1993, Ramzi Yousef and Eyad Ismoil, a Jordanian 
associate, drove a yellow Ryder van into the underground parking garage of the World Trade Center, 
parking on the B-2 level. Yousef ignited the 20-foot fuse and fled. Twelve minutes later, the bomb 
went off. 


The bomb—cutting through the parking garage with an explosive force of 150,000 pounds per 
square inch— might have lacked the explosive force to fulfill Yousef's goal of toppling the towers, 
but it did wreak havoc. Six people died, over a thousand were injured and 50,000 were forced to 
evacuate the building in the chaotic aftermath of the explosion. Learning of the bombing, Bruce 
Hoffman, a terrorism expert working for the Rand Corporation, remarked: "We may be talking 
about the opening salvo of a new conflict for a New World Order." 


As the investigation into the bombing began, a letter arrived in the offices of various New York 
newspapers claiming responsibility for the attack. The letter, sent under the name "Liberation Army, 
Fifth Battalion" issued three demands: end US aid to Israel, end diplomatic relations with Israel and 
stop interfering with the internal affairs of Middle Eastern nations. If these demands were not met, 
the letter promised that 150 suicide soldiers would be ready to commit more attacks, including 
launching strikes on "potential Nuclear targets." 


If there was any doubt about who was behind the explosion, those doubts were quickly dispelled. 
Just two days into the investigation, in one of the FBI's first descents into the pitch-black, smoke- 
filled, five-story crater left by the blast, an explosives enforcement officer from the ATF found the 
proverbial "needle in the haystack": a part from the Ryder van itself bearing a Vehicle Identification 
Number. 


The van rental was traced back to Mohammed Salameh, one of Ali Mohammed's trainees from the 
Al Kifah center. Absurdly, Salameh was apprehended on March 4, one week after the bombing, 
when he returned to the Ryder rental office in Jersey City to reclaim the deposit on the van. 
Salameh's arrest quickly led to the arrest and eventual conviction of three others in the Al Kifah 
cell: Nidal Ayyad, Mahmud Abouhalima and Ahmad Ajaj. It also led investigators to the apartment 
of Ramzi Yousef. 


But it was too late. Ramzi Yousef had boarded a flight to Karachi the night of the bombing and then 
vanished, flying from country to country with impunity, plotting assassinations and bombings in 
Pakistan, Thailand, the Philippines and Iran, and concocting an elaborate plot called "Bojinka" to 
blow up a number of airliners in mid-flight before finally being captured in Pakistan in 1995. 


But it was not just Yousef himself—the mysteriously protected terror mastermind who had entered 
the US without a visa—who vanished. When Pakistani federal investigators later went to check 
their immigration records, they discovered that all of the documents pertaining to Yousef's journey 
to the United States in 1992, including his embarkation card, had "mysteriously disappeared." 


In the wake of the bombing, the FBI—now facing enormous public pressure to round up those 
involved and bust the terror cell that they had infiltrated and abandoned just the year before—turned 
once again to Emad Salem. Once again, Salem was able to quickly penetrate the Blind Sheikh's cell 
and to begin working with them on a new scheme, the so-called "landmarks" plot to bomb key 
targets around New York City, including the UN headquarters, the Lincoln Tunnel and the George 
Washington Bridge. This time, the FBI arrested the plotters before they could stage their attack. 


But at the trial two years later, Salem had a surprise for the prosecution. He had secretly recorded 
dozens of phone conversations with his FBI handlers, conversations that revealed for the first time 
the FBI's real role in the World Trade Center bombing. 


JACQUELINE ADAMS: FBI agents might have been able to prevent last February's 
deadly explosion at New York's World Trade Center. They discussed secretly 
substituting harmless powder for the explosives. But they didn't, according to the FBI's 
own informant, Emad Salem. 


Unbeknownst to the FBI at the time, Salem recorded many of his conversations with his 
handlers. 


WILLIAM KUNSTLER: I'm holding nine hundred and three pages of draft transcripts 


ADAMS: William Kunstler represents Sheikh Omar Abdel Rahman and several others 
charged with conspiring to blow up a series of New York City landmarks four months 
after the World Trade Center bombing. That case has not yet gone to trial. 


Kunstler confirmed newspaper reports of the Salem transcripts. In one, Salem 
complains to an FBI agent, "Since the bomb went off, I feel terrible. I feel bad. I feel: 
here is people who don't listen." The agent replies: "Hey, I mean it wasn't like you didn't 
try and I didn't try. You can't force people to do the right thing. 


SOURCE: FBI could have stopped the 1993 World Trade Center bombing 


Predictably, in the wake of the blast, the debate began to center on the government's 
"mismanagement" of the case. The Blind Sheikh's entry to the US had been a "mistake." The 
NYPD's refusal to investigate Nosair's accomplices in the killing of Kahane had just been a 
politically expedient omission. The FBI having pulled their informant out of an active terror plot 
before it developed into the World Trade Center bombing was simply "incompetence." The presence 
of a CJA-linked, Fort Bragg-stationed Green Beret in the midst of this radical terror cell was just an 
example of "blowback." And Ramzi Yousef's miraculous ability to enter and leave countries at will 
without the proper documentation was just the result of bureaucratic bungling and overworked 
immigration officials. 


The admissions of "error" and professions of "blowback" verged on admissions of guilt. Even the 
CIA—in an internal investigation into its role in supporting the Al Kifah center's operations— 
concluded that the agency itself was "partly culpable" for the World Trade Center bombing. 


But the "incompetence" narrative soon arrived at its inevitable conclusion: the very agencies that 
had so signally "bungled" every step along this path were now to be given more money and 
bestowed more authority to conduct their "counterterror" operations. 


BILL CLINTON: This year I’ll submit to Congress comprehensive legislation to 
strengthen our hand in combating terrorists—whether they strike at home or abroad. As 
the cowards who bombed the World Trade Center found out, this country will hunt 
down terrorists and bring them to justice. 


SOURCE: U.S. President William J. Clinton discusses his legislation to combat 
terrorism in his 1995 State of the Union address 


Others proposed a less-charitable reading of these events. Ron Kuby, the lawyer who, along with 
William Kunstler, acted as a defense lawyer for the accused bombers and their accomplices, did not 
mince words in assigning blame for the World Trade Center bombing plot: 


The "mastermind" [of the plot] is the government of the United States. It was a phony, 
government-engineered "conspiracy" to begin with. It would never have amounted to 
anything had the government not planned it. 


Emad Salem himself summarized the story of the World Trade Center bombing in a phone call with 
his FBI handler, John Anticev, that was later released to the public. 


SALEM: I don't think it was. If that's what you think, guys, fine. But I don't think that 
because we was start already building the bomb which is [sic] went off in the World 
Trade Center. It was built by supervising—supervision from the Bureau and the DA and 
we was all informed about it. And we know that the bomb start to be built. By who? By 
your confidential informant. What a wonderful, great case! 


And then he put his head in the sand and said, "Oh, no no no, that's not true." He is son 
of a bitch. 


OK. It's built with a different way in another place and that's it. 


SOURCE: 1993 WTC Bomb Attack: FBI Informant Emad Salem Tapes 


If this pattern of "missed opportunities" and "miraculous" cross-border movements really had been 
the result of mere "incompetence" or "inattentiveness," then the resources and attention that were 
thrown at the problem of international terrorism in the wake of the World Trade Center bombing 
would have improved the intelligence agencies' record against their erstwhile foes. But, remarkably, 
the scarcely believable trend of the early 1990s—that of intelligence agencies consistently 
"missing" the terrorists operating directly under their nose, border agents allowing known terrorists 
to pass from country to country unmolested, and law enforcement officials letting these Al Qaeda- 
linked operatives off the hook—did not just continue into the late 1990s, the trend actually 
accelerated. And, as Al Qaeda went from a loose-knit group of a few dozen amateur mujahideen at 
the beginning of the decade to the premiere international terrorist organization at the end of the 
decade, the number of "mistakes" and "missed opportunities" multiplied from the merely 
unbelievable to the downright impossible. 


When Mahmud Abouhalima was arrested for his part in the World Trade Center plot in 1993, he 
attempted to bargain with federal prosecutors. Abouhalima revealed the name of Wadih El-Hage—a 


Lebanese-born naturalized American citizen living in Texas who the Al Kifah cell had turned to for 
help in purchasing weapons—and recounted his experiences in Afghanistan with Mohammed Odeh, 
a Palestinian from Jordan who would later claim to have provided the rifles and rocket launchers 
that killed 18 U.S. soldiers and wounded 73 in Mogadishu in October of 1993. Abouhalima then 
offered more information about the World Trade Center plot and his associates in exchange for a 
lighter sentence. Prosecutors turned down the deal and failed to follow up on either El-Hage or 
Odeh. 


Ali Mohamed, meanwhile, continued in his remarkably successful mission to infiltrate the 
intelligence arms of the US government. After having worked for the CIA and served as a special 
forces instructor at Fort Bragg, his next target was the FBI. Following his honourable discharge 
from the Army, Mohamed returned to his wife in California and applied to be a translator for the 
Bureau. He was turned down for the position; instead, he was asked to work as an FBI informant in 
a local document forgery ring. 


In 1992, the Bureau—evidently impressed with Mohamed's work—"opened" him as a Foreign 
Counter Intelligence agent and tasked him with gaining intelligence on a San Jose mosque. But 
Mohamed was assigned to a rookie agent and routine steps like administering a polygraph were 
never taken. As a retired special agent who worked in the FBI's New York Office later told_ 
journalist Peter Lance: "One of the most unbelievable aspects of the Ali Mohamed story is that the 
Bureau could be dealing with this guy and they didn't put him on the box. The first thing you do 
with any kind of asset or informant is you polygraph him and if the relationship continues, you 
make him submit to continued polygraphs down the line. That is a basic principle of running 
informants." 


Still, despite repeatedly traveling back and forth to and from the Middle East throughout the period, 
Mohamed remained untouchable by law enforcement and border security. In 1992, he was detained 
in Rome when he was discovered with a Coca-Cola can containing a secret storage compartment. 
Mohamed convinced the airport security that he was a security agent for the Summer Olympics in 
Barcelona and was released with a warning that if anything happened on the flight, he would be 
blamed. 


In 1993, after helping Ayman Al-Zawahiri enter the US on forged documents for a fundraising tour, 
Mohamed traveled to Vancouver, Canada, to help an associate of Zawahiri, Essam Marzouk, enter 
the country. Marzouk, caught with forged Saudi passports by Canadian customs officials, was 
detained by the Royal Canadian Mounted Police. When Mohamed arrived inquiring about his 
friend, he was detained by the RCMP as well. After hours of interrogation, he told them he was an 
FBI asset, giving them the phone number of his handler, John Zent. Zent's word was good enough. 
The RCMP let Mohamed go. 


Mohamed's travels during this busy period included a trip to Afghanistan in the summer of 1991 to 
help Osama bin Laden and his fledgling Al Qaeda organization relocate to Sudan. 


Osama's move to Sudan came at a time when, we are told, the wealthy Saudi was looking to cement 
his reputation as a holy warrior. The official story of Al Qaeda holds that during this period, bin 
Laden returned briefly to Saudi Arabia but, incensed by the Saudi royals’ decision to invite US 
soldiers onto Saudi soil for the Gulf War, left the country for good. 


Searching for a place to move his operations, his gaze turned across the Red Sea to Sudan, where, 
as luck would have it, hardline Islamic extremist Hassan al-Turabi had come to power in a military 


coup just as the war was ending in Afghanistan. Heading the National Islamic Front Party, which 
sought to impose Sharia law in the country, al-Turabi traveled to London for a meeting of the 
International Muslim Brotherhood where he openly declared his intention to allow Sudan to act as a 
base for Islamist terror groups. By the summer of 1991, Osama bin Laden had answered that call, 
moving his fighters and equipment from the outskirts of Afghanistan to his new base in Sudan with 
the help of FBI asset Ali Mohamed. 


Turabi was not the only one traveling to London to foster his terror plans, however. In between bin 
Laden's work establishing himself as a businessman in Sudan—using $12 million granted him by 
the Saudi Binladen Group to start a bewildering array of commercial enterprises in the country, 
from a construction company to an investment firm to a trucking business to a tannery, a bakery, a 
furniture-making business and even a commercial farm employing four thousand labourers—the 
budding terrorist mastermind was, according to numerous sources, shuttling back and forth between 
Khartoum, Karachi and London. 


Osama bin Laden's visits to the UK in the early 1990s include an alleged stay at the London estate 
of Saudi billionaire Khalid bin Mahfouz; a meeting in Manchester with representatives of an 
Algerian Islamic group who were later accused of being infiltrated by government moles and used 
to launch a series of false flag attacks in France; a period of several months in 1994 when he 
actually lived in the UK, allegedly buying a house in Wembley through an intermediate; and, even 
more explosively, a 1996 trip to his London press office which was—according to Swiss journalist 
Richard Labeviere, citing "several Arab diplomatic sources"—"clearly under the protection of the 
British authorities." 


Although the official story holds that bin Laden was at this time barely a blip on the US intelligence 
community's radar, this is contradicted by numerous lines of evidence. Ali Mohamed, for instance, 
had "volunteered the earliest insider description of al Qaeda that is publicly known" to the FBI in 
1993, telling them that bin Laden was "building an army" to overthrow the Saudi government and 
admitting that he had personally trained terrorists at the camps in Afghanistan and Sudan. But the 
FBI, according to The Wall Street Journal, was "flummoxed" by this information and made no 
attempt to act on it. 


This "news" about Al Qaeda's activities would not have been news to the US government's main 
intelligence agencies, however. It was later revealed that, despite claims that the US government 
was only dimly aware of bin Laden at this point, he was in fact already under extensive electronic 
surveillance. Having obtained his voiceprint from recordings of his anti-Saddam speeches in Saudi 
Arabia, the NSA and CIA were already using signals intelligence to identify and monitor Bin 
Laden's personal satellite calls and cell phone traffic. 


In another key contradiction that is never addressed by the purveyors of the official Al Qaeda story, 
it was during this period that Osama bin Laden—making trips to the UK under the alleged 
protection of British authorities and while admittedly under surveillance by American intelligence 
—began the streak of increasingly brazen terror attacks that, we are told, would end up in 9/11. 


In 1992, Al Qaeda mounted their first terror operation against an American target. In December of 
that year, bombs went off outside two hotels in Aden where, it was believed, American servicemen 
were being quartered on their way to Somalia for Operation Restore Hope. The attack killed an 
Australian tourist and a Yemeni hotel worker, but no Americans; the troops had been staying at a 
different hotel. Osama only claimed responsibility for the bombing six years later. 


In 1993, eighteen American soldiers were killed and 73 wounded in Mogadishu during an intense 
two-day firefight that resulted in the downing of two Black Hawk helicopters by rocket-propelled 
grenades. It wasn't until the release of the 9/11 Commission Report in 2004, however, that the 
commission—citing "new information" received by "the intelligence community" in "1996-1997"— 
told the public that Al Qaeda had had a role in the incident. 


The burnishing of bin Laden's terrorist credentials by the US government continued in 1996. In 
January of that year, the CIA officially opened "Alec Station," a so-called virtual station dedicated 
solely to tracking Osama bin Laden and his associates. Headed at first by Michael Scheuer—an 
analyst at the CIA's Counterterrorism Center who had taken a special interest in the Saudi exile— 
and named after Scheuer's son, Alec Station soon became the hub for a mostly female group of 
analysts who dubbed themselves "the Manson Family" because "they had acquired a reputation for 
crazed alarmism about the rising al-Qaeda threat." 


1996 was also the year that the US government began putting diplomatic pressure on Sudan to hand 
over their files on bin Laden and his Al Qaeda operatives. The secret negotiations between the two 
countries culminated with Elfatih Erwa, Sudan's then-minister of state for defense, flying from 
Khartoum to Washington. There, Erwa made a stunning offer: not to turn over the Sudanese 
government's records on bin Laden, but to turn over bin Laden himself. Washington rejected the 
offer because, The Village Voice later reported, "the FBI did not believe it had sufficient evidence to 
try bin Laden in a US court." Instead, they demanded that Sudan expel the supposed arch-terrorist 
to "any other country except Somalia." Sudan complied, protesting that Osama would simply return 
to Afghanistan, where there was no government for Washington to negotiate with. "We told him 
Sudan is no longer safe for him and creates problems for us and asked him to leave," Erwa told The 
Village Voice. 


"We liquidated everything, and he left with his money. We didn't confiscate anything 
because there was no legal basis. Nobody had indicted him. He rented a charter plane 
and left in broad daylight. He was free to plot and build his network. The Americans 
then came back and wanted us to help track him, but by then it was too late. He didn't 
trust us anymore." 


In June of 1996, a truck bomb exploded outside of the Khobar Towers in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia. 
The facility—located in the heart of the Saudi oil industry's administrative area, where the US had 
built its first air base and where Standard Oil first struck oil in the country, establishing what would 
later become ARAMCO—was housing US and allied forces involved in enforcing the Iraqi no-fly 
zones. The massive blast left an 85-foot crater, killing 19 and injuring hundreds. 


At the time, the US blamed Tehran for the bombing, with Clinton's Defense Secretary William 
Perry later admitting that there was a contingency plan in place to attack Iran if the link had been 
proven. But by 2007, Perry had changed his assessment: 


WILLIAM PERRY: I believe that the Khobar Tower bombing was probably 
masterminded by Osama bin Laden. I can't be sure of that, but in retrospect, that's what I 
believe. At the time, he was not a suspect. At the time, all of our examinations, all of the 
evidence, was pointing to Iran." 


SOURCE: HBO History Makers Series: A Conversation with William J. Perry 


One thing is for certain: in 1998, the $150 million contract to rebuild the Khobar Towers was 
awarded to the Saudi Binladin Group. 


All of these incidents helped raise bin Laden's profile in the intelligence community, but it was a 
series of events in 1998 that introduced the broader public to Osama bin Laden. In February of that 
year, bin Laden—following up on a declaration of war against America that he had made to CNN's 
TV cameras in an interview with Peter Bergen the previous year—issued his fatwa, calling on 
Muslims to kill Americans: 


The ruling to kill the Americans and their allies—civilians and military—is an 
individual duty for every Muslim who can do it in any country in which it is possible to 
do it, in order to liberate the al-Aqsa Mosque and the holy mosque [Mecca] from their 
grip, and in order for their armies to move out of all the lands of Islam, defeated and 
unable to threaten any Muslim. 


In May of that year, John Miller—then reporting for ABC News, but soon to become the FBI's chief 
spokesman—traveled to Afghanistan for a dramatic Nightline report on "The Most Dangerous Man 
You've Never Heard Of" that would air on ABC the following month: 


TED KOPPEL: He lives in a cave atop a range of mountains in Afghanistan. From 
there he controls a web of financial logistical and strategic assistance to Sunni Islamic 
groups engaged in what they consider a "jihad," or a holy war. The principal targets of 
their jihad are the Israelis and the United States. His name is Osama bin Laden, and you 
will meet him a little later in this program. He does nothing to undermine the profile of 
himself as a terrorist leader with global influence. Indeed, he seems to take considerable 
satisfaction in it, even though the profile has been drawn by US intelligence agencies. 
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OSAMA BIN LADEN (VIA INTERPRETER): We believe that the biggest thieves in 
the world are Americans and the biggest terrorists on earth are the Americans. The only 
way for us to fend off these assaults is by using similar means. We do not differentiate 
between those dressed in military uniforms and civilians; they're all targets in this fatwa. 
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JOHN MILLER: Bin Laden has issued these fatwas and made these threats before, but 
this time there's something different: he put a time cap on it, saying that whatever action 
will be taken against Americans in the Gulf, whatever violence awaits, will occur within 
the next few weeks. 


SOURCE: Osama bin Laden: "The Most Dangerous Man You've Never Heard Of" - 
June 10, 1998 - ABC News Nightline 


And, in August of 1998, the name of Osama bin Laden, terror mastermind, and his shadowy terror 
group, Al Qaeda, finally exploded into the public consciousness. 


On the morning of August 7, 1998, two Saudis in Kenya—Mohammed al-'Owhali and "Jihad Ali" 
Azzam, both of whom had been in the hut when John Miller was interviewing Osama bin Laden 
earlier that year—loaded some boxes into their Toyota cargo truck and headed off to the American 
embassy in downtown Nairobi. The boxes contained two thousand pounds of TNT, aluminum 
nitrate and aluminum powder. At the same time, Hamden Khalif Allah Awad—an Egyptian known 


as "Ahmed the German" for his fair hair—loaded a similar bomb into a gasoline truck in Tanzania 
and set off for the American embassy in Dar es Salaam. 


The Saudis arrived at the Nairobi embassy at 10:30 AM. 'Owhali jumped out of the truck as it 
approached the gates, demanding that the security guard raise the drop bar protecting the entrance. 
The guard refused. 'Owhali threw a stun grenade into the courtyard and ran and then the bomb went 
off. The blast ripped the face off of the embassy building, collapsing a nearby secretarial college 
and lighting the tar-covered street and a nearby bus on fire. 213 were dead and 4,500 injured. 


Nine minutes later, Ahmed the German parked the gasoline truck in the parking lot of the American 
embassy in Dar es Salaam and detonated his bomb. He had parked next to a water tanker truck, 
which ended up absorbing much of the blast, but the building was still badly damaged. 11 were 
dead and 85 injured. 


The message was clear and was dutifully broadcast by media around the world: A "new" terror 
group had conducted a sophisticated, coordinated attack against multiple US targets overseas and its 
leader was waging holy war against Americans. Al Qaeda had arrived. 


REPORTER: What had happened was the first major attack by al-Qaida on American 
targets and the worst international terrorist incident on African soil. Afterwards, the U.S. 
Federal Bureau of Investigation placed al-Qaida leader Osama bin Laden on its list of 
most wanted fugitives. 


SOURCE: Kenya, Tanzania, US Mark 10th Anniversary of Embassy Bombings 


But, like so many events in the Al Qaeda story, this attack, too, bore the fingerprints of American 
intelligence on each stage of its development and execution. 


The attacks, prosecutors later discovered, were being planned as far back as 1993, when Osama bin 
Laden sent his FBI/CIA/Green Beret triple agent extraordinaire, Ali Mohamed, "to survey potential 
U.S., British, French and Israeli targets in Nairobi." According to Mohamed's own testimony: 


I later went to Khartoum, where my surveillance files and photographs were reviewed 
by Osama bin Laden, Abu Hafs, Abu Ubaidah, and others. Bin Laden looked at the 
picture of the American Embassy and pointed to where a truck could go as a suicide 
bomber. 


Joining Mohamed on the scouting mission was Anas al Liby, a member of a Libyan Al Qaeda cell 
known as al-Mugatila. Described as the "computer wizard of Al Qaeda's hierarchy," not only was 
al-Liby personally trained by Mohamed at the Al Qaeda camp in Afghanistan, he was also a 
protected British intelligence asset. Al-Liby applied for asylum in Britain in 1995, claiming to be a 
political enemy of the Libyan government. But, as The Guardian later reported: 


Astonishingly, despite suspicions that he was a high-level Al Qaeda operative, al-Liby 
was given political asylum in Britain and lived in Manchester until May of 2000 when 
he eluded a police raid on his house and fled abroad. The raid discovered a 180-page Al 
Qaeda 'manual for jihad’ containing instructions for terrorist attacks. 


Even more incredibly, not only did the British government grant that asylum, they then recruited al- 
Liby for a failed MI6 operation to assassinate Libyan leader Muammar Gaddafi in 1996, and then 

let him continue to live in the country even after the embassy bombing before ultimately letting him 
escape. According to FBI investigator Ali Soufan, the Manchester raid didn't just nab a "manual for 


jihad"; it caught al-Liby himself. As Soufan recounts in his book, The Black Banners, the British 
police let al-Liby go when he denied being a terrorist. He evaded the team that was sent to follow 
him and fled the country, eventually ending up on the US government's most wanted list with a $25 
million reward for his capture. 


Yet another important figure in the bombing who was well-known to American intelligence was 
Wadih El-Hage, the naturalized American citizen who had assisted the Al Kifah plotters and who 
Mahmud Abouhalima had identified to prosecutors after his arrest for the World Trade Center 
bombing. As was later revealed, US intelligence had El-Hage under surveillance during the entire 
period that the embassy bombing plot was being hatched, but once again merely watched as the 
attack unfolded. As The Los Angeles Times detailed: 


The CIA and the FBI missed key opportunities to prevent the blasts. They knew from 
wiretaps on El-Hage's four Nairobi phones, as well as from the computer files they had 
seized, that Al Qaeda was forming a terror cell in the Kenyan capital. Indeed, U.S. 
agents had in hand the names and identities of some of the key Nairobi cell members 
who would rent the bomb factory, build the bomb, buy the bomb truck, brief the suicide 
bombers and even escort the bomb truck the day of the attack. 


Author Simon Reeve revealed even more damning evidence about CIA involvement in the plot in 
his 1999 book, The New Jackals. "The CIA also had informants working within the east Africa 
cell," he reported, citing an interview with a CIA official, "but they apparently failed to warn of Bin 
Laden's plans." 


Even if the CIA's sources within the plot had somehow "failed" to warn them of the attack, the fact 
that multiple members of the cell under their surveillance—including Abdullah Ahmed Abdulah, 
Ahmed Khalfan Ghailani, Usama al-Kini, Mohammed Sadiq Odeh and five other conspirators—all 
fled Kenya for Pakistan the night before the bombing would have instantly raised alarm bells if the 
agency's intention had been to prevent an attack. 


Instead, the plotters conspired with CIA informants in their midst and the attacks went ahead under 
the watchful eye of CIA, NSA and FBI surveillance. 


However they transpired, the bombings succeeded in introducing Osama bin Laden and Al Qaeda to 
the world stage. Despite the years of intelligence agency surveillance and even the creation of a 
virtual CIA station dedicated solely to the capture, arrest or assassination of bin Laden and his 
network, it wasn't until after the embassy bombings that the world at large began to hear the name 
of Osama bin Laden. 


On August 20th—three weeks after the bombing and just three days after being publicly 
interrogated about the Monica Lewinsky affair—President Clinton ordered a missile strike on 
alleged Al Qaeda targets in Afghanistan and Sudan, boldly proclaiming that actions against bin 
Laden and international terror had become a new mission for the US military. 


CLINTON: Today I ordered our armed forces to strike at terrorist-related facilities in 
Afghanistan and Sudan because of the imminent threat they presented to our national 
security. I want to speak with you about the objective of this action and why it was 
necessary. Our target was terror. Our mission was clear—to strike at the network of 
radical groups affiliated with and funded by Osama bin Laden, perhaps the preeminent 
organizer and financier of international terrorism in the world today. 


SOURCE: Statement on Military Strikes in Sudan and Afghanistan (1998) 


The strike, however—a barrage of 66 Tomahawk cruise missiles targeting Al Qaeda's camp in 
Khost, Afghanistan and a pharmaceutical plant thought to be manufacturing chemical weapons in 
Khartoum—was a spectacular failure on almost every level. Neither bin Laden nor Zawahiri were 
killed in the attacks and the "chemical weapons" plant in Khartoum had nothing to do with either 
bin Laden or chemical weapons, but was in fact manufacturing much-needed medicines for the 
region. The plant's destruction—in the estimation of Werner Daum, then Germany's ambassador to 
Sudan—led to "several tens of thousands" of deaths in the region. 


Ayman al-Zawahiri, bin Laden's longtime associate and future leader of Al Qaeda, was on one of 
bin Laden's monitored satellite phones at the time of the attack, telling BBC journalist Rahumullah 
Yusufzai that "Bin Laden has a message. He says, 'I have not bombed the American embassies in 
Kenya and Tanzania. I have declared jihad, but I was not involved." Zawahiri's exact position 
would have been immediately detectable by American surveillance aircraft in the region, but—in a 
move that journalist Lawrence Wright called "inexplicable'"—the aircraft were not available prior to 
the strike, and Zawahiri escaped unscathed. 


Bin Laden, meanwhile, was—according to CIA intelligence gleaned from intercepted satellite calls 
—going to be at his training camp in Khost the day of the missile strike. But he was not. He was, 

Clinton counterterror czar Richard Clarke later speculated, tipped off about the attack by "a retired 
head of the ISI," Pakistan's intelligence service that had long been known as an adjunct of the CIA. 


The attacks did succeed in two key respects, however: they kept Clinton's personal dalliances in the 
Oval Office from leading America's nightly news broadcasts for at least one news cycle and they 
reinforced the importance of the new threat to global security: Osama bin Laden. 


This "new threat" provided a green light for the American security establishment and its allies 
around the world to ramp up operations in the name of fighting the Al Qaeda menace. The FBI 
began an international investigation of the bombing, the CIA began a "surge" of reporting on terror 
threats that counterterror officials later complained overwhelmed the system and diverted attention 
and resources, and in November of 1998 the United States federal court finally issued its first public 
indictment of Osama bin Laden. 


The first international arrest warrant for bin Laden—a confidential document intended only for 
police and judicial authorities—had in fact already been issued in April of that year, but it was not 
issued by the US. Instead, it was the Libyan government that had issued the warrant through 
Interpol. They were pursuing the terror mastermind for his part in the murder of two German 
intelligence agents in Libya in 1994. At the time, despite publicly recognizing bin Laden as the 
premier financier of international terrorism, the US and British governments downplayed the 
document, even making sure to scrub the charges against Osama and any mention of Libya's role in 
issuing the document from the public record. 


But this surge in activity around the Al Qaeda threat resulted in at least one surprising development. 
In one of the most consequential and underreported moves in this redoubled counterterrorism effort, 
Ali Mohamed was finally arrested. 


Contacted in the days after the bombing, Mohamed admitted to FBI agents that he knew who had 
carried out the attack but would not give the government the names. Subpoenaed to appear before a 
grand jury in the Southern District of New York, he was finally arrested, although even the charges 


against him were kept secret from the public. On October 20, 2000, Mohamed pled guilty to 
involvement in the embassy bombings, but he was never sentenced. He then disappeared from sight 
forever, held in what was later reported as "protective custody." To this day, there is no public 
record of Ali Mohamed—the ex-US Sergeant and FBI asset who admitted to his key role in Al 
Qaeda—ever being sentenced. There is no public record of his incarceration. And there are only a 
handful of accounts that have ever surfaced from people who talked to him in prison in the 
aftermath of 9/11. 


And, just like that, one of the deepest mysteries of the Al Qaeda story disappeared from public 
sight, never to be seen again. 


But, despite all this increased activity, the same pattern of "oversights" and "mistakes" by the 
intelligence agencies continued unabated. 


On October 12, 2000, when a small fiberglass fishing boat approached the massive, 8,300-ton USS 
Cole—a billion-dollar guided-missile destroyer employing the latest stealth technology and armed 
with Tomahawk cruise missiles, anti-ship and anti-aircraft missiles and a five-inch canon—the 
sailors onboard watched in amusement. The tiny skiff stopped amidships and two men stood up, 
waving and smiling. Then, a bomb exploded. 


The boat had been carrying over 400 pounds of C4 explosive molded into a shaped charge. The 
explosion was immense, knocking over cars passing by onshore. In the city, miles away, people 
believed there was an earthquake taking place. The blast tore a hole forty feet by forty feet in the 
hull of the Cole, killing 17 US servicemen and injuring 39 more. It was the deadliest attack on a US 
destroyer in over a decade. 


But this attack, like all of Al Qaeda's spectacular terror attacks of the 1990s, was preceded by a 
string of "missed opportunities" and "unheeded warnings." Not only was there intelligence about a 
potential attack on a US naval ship from several different sources—including reports from multiple 
informants and intercepted phone calls to Al Qaeda's NSA-monitored Yemen communications hub 
—but, as Congressman Curt Weldon revealed in 2005, a secret military intelligence operation 
codenamed Able Danger actually warned the Pentagon days before the bombing that an attack was 
going to take place in Yemen. 


CURT WELDON: But two weeks before the attack on the Cole—in fact, two days 
before the attack on the Cole—they saw an increase of activity that led them to say to 
the senior leadership in the Pentagon at that time and the Clinton administration, 
"There's something going to happen in Yemen and we better be on high alert." But it 
was discounted. That story has yet to be told to the American people. Another Able 
Danger successful activity that was thwarted. 


SOURCE: Able Danger: Intel Gag 


But even after the spectacular "failure" of these intelligence agencies to thwart the attack, and 
despite President Clinton's assurance that he would find and retaliate against the bomb plotters . . . 


CLINTON: If, as it now appears, this was an act of terrorism, it was a despicable and 
cowardly act. We will find out who was responsible and hold them accountable. 


SOURCE: President Clinton's Statement on the USS Cole Bombing 


... the CIA repeatedly denied FBI investigators access to key information about the plot. 


But, it turns out, the CIA did have such information. And that information—deliberately withheld 
from the FBI or any other investigative agency—led directly into the heart of the operation behind 
the next spectacular terror attack to be blamed on Al Qaeda: 9/11. 


From the beginning, 9/11 was presented to the public as an open-and-shut case. Osama bin Laden's 
name was raised on air by the TV news anchors within seconds of the second plane strike and was 
endlessly repeated in the hours and days that followed. By the end of the week, the public was 
convinced that the events were the work of Osama bin Laden and Al Qaeda and all of the 
subsequent "investigations" and commissions only served to bolster that pre-formed conclusion. 


So it was no surprise at all when, on September 14, 2001, the FBI released its list of nineteen 
hijackers, Muslims with Arabic names who, we were told, had been sent by bin Laden on a suicide 
mission. 


But who were these men? 


For the general public, the newscasters' solemn intonation that the nineteen hijackers had been 
identified, followed by a mugshot-like lineup of photographs, was all that was needed to cement the 
case in their minds. Those who required more detail turned to made-for-TV dramas and 
documentaries to learn about the so-called "Hamburg cell" of radicalized Al Qaeda soldiers, which 
included Mohammed Atta, Ziad Jarrah and Marwan al-Shehhi, three of the alleged suicide pilots. 
Finally, the 9/11 Commission and its associated monographs—like the staff report on_9/11 and 
Terrorist Travel—attempted to fill in the paper trail for researchers concerned about the 
documentary record of these men, including their motivations and their movement. 


From these accounts, a picture emerged. These nineteen terrorists, crack operatives handpicked by 
Osama bin Laden and trained in his terror camps in Afghanistan, had used their carefully honed 
spycraft to slip into the country, deftly avoiding scrutiny from the authorities even as they trained at 
flight schools in the US and finalized the operational details of their plan. Then, after years of 
meticulous preparation, these men, consumed by their hatred of the West, their love of Allah and 
their devotion to bin Laden—deftly piloted their planes into their targets, wreaking havoc and 
devastation exactly as planned. 


But this story, too, is a carefully constructed lie, every part of which falls apart under sustained 
scrutiny. 


In the official conspiracy theory of 9/11, the alleged hijackers were such devout fundamentalist 
Muslims that they were willing to give their lives for the cause. Marwan al-Shehhi, we were told, 
was so devoted to his religious beliefs that he observed the Ramadan fast against medical advice 
after a stomach operation, causing him to fall severely ill. Ziad Jarrah, meanwhile, "initially 
caroused and smoked" during his early days in Hamburg but "then grew intensely religious and 
withdrawn." And, according to award-winning journalist Lawrence Wright, Mohammed Atta's 
"extreme rigidity of character" made him into a ruthless killer who "constantly demonstrated an 
aversion to women." 


When reporters began following the trail that these supposed suicide soldiers had left behind, 
however, they began to uncover an altogether different story. Atta and his associates frequented strip 


clubs in San Diego, Las Vegas and Daytona Beach, where they drank alcohol and ordered lap 
dances. They hung out for days at a time at Harry's Bar in New York, where Atta preferred a table 


near the piano. And, three nights before the attack, Atta and al-Shehhi went to Shuckums Oyster Bar 
in Fort Lauderdale, where, according to bar manager Tony Amos, they consumed several drinks, 
became drunk and gave the bartender a hard time about the bill. 


"The guy Mohamed was drunk, his voice was slurred and he had a thick accent," Amos told the 
Associated Press the day after 9/11. 


Even The New York Times reported on Atta and al-Shehhi's "high life" during multiple visits to the 
Philippines between 1998 and 2000, where the pair of strict religious fundamentalists and an 
entourage of Arab men and their girlfriends flashed money, drank and partied regularly. "Many 
times I saw him let a girl go at the gate in the moming," the Times quoted one hotel chambermaid as 
recalling about Atta. "It was always a different girl." 


And, during his research for Welcome to Terrorland—an investigation into the Venice, Florida, 
flight schools where Mohammed Atta, Marwan al-Shebhi and Ziad Jarrah were enrolled in the year 
2000—Daniel Hopsicker interviewed Amanda Keller, a former stripper who claimed to have been 
Atta's girlfriend during his time in Venice and who shared more stories about the partying of these 
alleged jihadis. 


AMANDA KELLER: These guys had money flowing out their ass—excuse my 
language. But they never seemed to run out of money. I mean they were just tossing 
money left and right. I mean, it was just like, 'Oh my God!' And they had they had 
massive supplies of cocaine. Whenever they'd run out, they'd go to the flight school. 


SOURCE: Mohamed Atta Girlfriend Amanda Keller 


But Hopsicker's investigation uncovered more than just the alleged hijackers’ trail of booze, drugs 
and women. He also became one of the only reporters to look into the strange connections of 
Huffman Aviation and the Florida Flight Training Center in Venice, Florida, where Atta, al-Shehhi 
and Jarrah trained the year before September 11th. Huffman Aviation was also the flight school that 
Yeslam bin Laden, Osama's half-brother, paid for flight lessons for one of his acquaintances. 


The flight school was run by Rudi Dekkers, a Dutch native who was running a commuter airline 
with Wally Hilliard. Hilliard—the founder and former president of a Green Bay, Wisconsin-based 
insurance company—made news in October 2000 when his personal jet was found to be 
transporting 42 pounds of heroin and was seized by federal agents in what was called the biggest 
drug bust in central Florida history. But Hilliard's charter airline start-up had high-level political 
support: Jeb Bush, then Governor of Florida, posed for photo ops in support of Hilliard's airline. 


Dekkers, meanwhile, was arrested in 2012, having told an undercover agent—in the words of the 
criminal complaint against him—that he was "involved in narcotics transportation via private 
aircraft and that he has flown narcotics and U.S. currency previously without any problems." He 
was carrying over 18 kilograms of cocaine and nearly one kilogram of heroin at the time of his 
arrest. 


Despite the many questions that still hang over the alleged hijackers' activities in Venice and their 
connection to the drug-running that was allegedly taking place at the Venice airport, an even deeper 
question was soon to emerge: How did these pilots—who were rated as competent at best and who, 
one instructor insisted, should have been further along the flight school curriculum than they were 


—manage to fly jumbo jets that require thousands of hours of flying experience with such 
precision? 


That question is even more important in the case of the other alleged 9/11 pilot, Hani Hanjour, the 
diminutive 5'5" Saudi who, the official story tells us, helped overpower grizzled Navy Top Gun 
honor graduate Chuck Burlingame and his flight crew at the controls of American Airlines Flight 
77. According to that story, Hanjour allegedly flew a Boeing 757 with what aviation sources for The 
Washington Post described as "extraordinary skill" through a 7,000-foot spiral descent to hit the 
Pentagon, a move that veteran airline pilot Ed Soliday told the 9/11 Commission would be "tough 
for any airline pilot, including himself," and which left one radar operator at Dulles Airport stunned: 
"The speed, the maneuverability, the way that he turned, we all thought in the radar room, all of us 
experienced air traffic controllers, that that was a military plane." 


But Hanjour, by all accounts, was a completely inept pilot. He dropped out of his first flight school, 
the Sierra Academy of Aeronautics, after only a few classes. He then dropped out of his next school, 
Cockpit Resource Management in Scottsdale, Arizona, after the school's owner dismissed him as a 
"weak student" who was "wasting our resources." When he returned to that school again the 
following year, the school owner refused, asserting: "You're never going to make it." An instructor 
at his next school, Sawyer Aviation, called him a "neophyte" who "got overwhelmed with the 
instruments" in the school's flight simulator. An instructor at his next school concurred: Hanjour had 
"no motivation, a poor understanding of the basic principles of aviation, and poor judgment, 
combined with poor technical skills." 


After bypassing the FAA to obtain a commercial pilot's license from a for-profit contractor, the 
operation manager at yet another flight school in the Phoenix area, Peggy Chevrette, told Fox News 
that Hanjour was clearly unqualified to be in the cockpit: "I couldn't believe that he had a license of 
any kind with the skills that he had." Even The New York Times conceded that the remarkable flight 
attributed to Hanjour on 9/11 was inexplicable. In an article headlined "A Trainee Noted For 
Incompetence," the paper quoted one former flight school employee who knew Hanjour as saying: 
"I'm still to this day amazed that he could have flown into the Pentagon. He could not fly at all." 


Whatever the case, what would eventually become the official explanation for this seeming 
incongruity—namely, that the single engine aircraft training and jet simulation training that they 
had received was good enough for these men to jump into the cockpit of commercial jet airliners 
and pilot them hundreds of miles to their targets—was rejected in the first hours of the attack as 
completely implausible. 


COURIC: And meanwhile they did spend seven months at this flying school in Venice, 
according to these records. And although they were not trained to fly jets, do people 
believe that what they learned there is easily transferrable to, say, a 757 or a 767? 


SANDERS: Actually, no, they don't say it's easily transferrable, because it's such a 
different type of jet. But, nonetheless, they got that initial training in Venice, Florida. 
Whether their training continued elsewhere—you have to assume it took place 
somewhere else. Where they learned it, though, at this point, I don't know and the FBI 
hasn't told us. 


COURIC: Alright... 


SOURCE: September 12, 2001 - 11:49am EDT on WRC 


A Newsweek story of September 15, 2001, provided one potential answer to this puzzle. According 
to a "high-ranking US Navy source" cited by the report, "[t]hree of the alleged hijackers listed their 
address on drivers licenses and car registrations as the Naval Air Station in Pensacola," and, 
according to a separate "high-ranking Pentagon official," another of the alleged hijackers "may have 
received language instruction at Lackland Air Force Base in San Antonio." But this report—like the 
subsequent reports of people with the same name as the alleged hijackers turning up alive and well 
in the wake of 9/11, which prompted the FBI to apologize to one mistakenly named suspect and 
forced FBI Director Robert Mueller to acknowledge that they were not certain of the identities of 
several of the named men—were eventually dismissed as mere confusion over common Arab 
names. 


On September 28, 2001, the FBI released the final list of names and photographs of the alleged 
hijackers, and this rogues' gallery of fearsome Al Qaeda operatives was cemented in the public 
imagination. 


So who were these nineteen men? If they really were who the FBI said they were, who directed 
them? How were they supposed to have entered the United States? How did they fund their 
operations? And how did they evade detection while living openly in the US for months and in 
some cases years? 


In the months after the attacks, we were told that the men identified by the FBI as the culprits had 
"moved through Europe and America unnoticed" and that although several of them "had been 
tracked by intelligence until they got inside the United States," they were ultimately "lost." 


We were told that Al Qaeda's communications had been monitored, but that bin Laden and his 
henchman used "scramblers, Internet encryption, fiber optics" so it was "very hard" to intercept 
those transmissions. 


And we were told that no one was to blame for the attacks, which had merely been a "failure of 
imagination." 


THOMAS KEAN: As we detail in our report, this was a failure of policy, management, 
capability, and above all, a failure of imagination. 


SOURCE: September 11 Commission Report Release 


But, as the public was to learn in bits and pieces over the course of the next two decades, every one 
of these assertions was a demonstrable lie. 


This alleged team of crack Al Qaeda operatives did not "move through Europe and America 
unnoticed." Their communications were not rendered opaque to the intelligence agencies because of 
"fiber optics." Their successful penetration of America's defenses was not due to a "failure of 
imagination." 


Instead—as even the official story of the attacks now concedes—every major branch of US 
intelligence had key pieces of information on these Al Qaeda operatives, their communications, 
their movements and their plans. In fact, as can now be shown from official sources, these agencies 
not only deliberately allowed these operatives to proceed unmolested but actively stopped 
investigators and agents within their ranks from blowing the whistle on the plot. 


At the FBI, Special Agent Robert Wright led an investigation into terrorist financing called Vulgar 
Betrayal that managed to uncover a money trail connecting a suspected Chicago terror cell to Al 
Qaeda. But when Wright attempted to bring criminal charges against the cell members, his 
supervisor flew into a rage, shouting: "You will not open criminal investigations. I forbid any of 
you. You will not open criminal investigations against any of these intelligence subjects." 


After the embassy bombings, when Wright's team began to trace the financing of the attacks to a 
group of Saudi businessmen, the FBI moved to shut down the investigation altogether. Wright was 
kicked off the case in 1999, and Vulgar Betrayal was officially shut down in 2000. 


ROBERT WRIGHT: Knowing what I know—and again, this was written 91 days 
before the attack—knowing what I know, I can confidently say that until the 
investigative responsibilities for terrorism are removed from the FBI, I will not feel 
safe. 


SOURCE: 9-11 FBI Whistleblower Robert Wright Testimony 


While Wright was pursuing the financial trail, FBI field agents across the US were picking up on 
another trend: Muslim extremists learning to fly. 


Agents in Oklahoma and Phoenix both wrote memos about the "large numbers of Middle Eastern 
males receiving flight training" and warned that some of them had documentable ties to Al Qaeda, 
but the warnings were ignored. Agents in Minneapolis frantically sought approval for a search 
warrant to search the laptop of Zacarias Moussaoui, a suspected terrorist who had been receiving 
flight training in the area. 


When that request was denied, one exasperated agent told FBI headquarters that he was "trying to 
keep someone from taking a plane and crashing into the World Trade Center." Rita Flack, an 
intelligence operations specialist at headquarters who had read the Phoenix memo, failed to pass 
that info on to any of her colleagues involved in the decision to deny the warrant to search 
Moussaoui's laptop. 


FBI whistleblower Colleen Rowley later revealed that agents in the Minneapolis office— 
desperately trying to find an answer to the question of why the Bureau was deliberately sabotaging 
the case—faced the problem with gallows humour: "I know I shouldn't be flippant about this, but 
jokes were actually made that the key FBIHQ personnel had to be spies or moles, like Robert 
Hansen, who were actually working for Osama bin Laden to have so undercut Minneapolis’ effort." 


The Pentagon's intelligence branch, meanwhile, not only had foreknowledge of the plot, but— 
according to information that emerged years later and was quickly suppressed—had identified four 
of the presumed terror operatives and mapped out the network connecting them to the Brooklyn cell 
headed by the Blind Sheikh. 


"Able Danger" was a classified information operations campaign against transnational terrorism 
launched by military intelligence in the fall of 1999. First revealed to the public in June 2005, Able 
Danger employed data mining techniques on open source and classified information to identify 
networks of likely terror agents, including those operating in the US. 


The program was remarkably successful: not only did it warn the Pentagon of an impending attack 
just days before the Cole bombing, as we have already seen, but, according to Defense Intelligence 
Agency (DIA) whistleblower Lt. Col. Anthony Shaffer and four of his colleagues working on the 


operation, Able Danger identified two of the terror cells connecting Al Qaeda to the alleged 
hijackers. It even identified four of those suspects—including Mohamed Atta—by name. 


When Lt. Col. Shaffer tried to set up a meeting between his supervisor and FBI officials in 
Washington to discuss a collaborative approach to tracking these cells, he was rebuffed by lawyers 
for the Pentagon's Special Operations Command. Shortly thereafter, Shaffer was ordered off the 
Able Danger team and the unit was disbanded, with the Pentagon ordering all the Able Danger data 
—2.5 terabytes worth of information, equivalent to one quarter of all the printed material in the 
Library of Congress—destroyed. 


After a hostile investigation that left witnesses feeling intimidated into changing their story about 
Able Danger still found five Pentagon employees who said they had seen the organizational chart 
with Atta's name on it, the Department of Defense Inspector General concluded that Able Danger 
had never identified Atta or any other alleged hijacker. And, just two months after the story became 
public—including Shaffer's revelation that he had met with 9/11 Commission Executive Director 
Philip Zelikow and told him all of the details of the program in an extensive hour-long debriefing in 
Afghanistan that did not find its way into the Commission's final report—the DIA stripped Shaffer 
of his security clearance, essentially ending his decades-long career as a military intelligence 
officer. 


WELDON: Mr. Speaker, this is not some third-rate burglary cover-up. This is not some 

Watergate incident. This is an attempt to prevent the American people from knowing the 
facts about how we could have prevented 9/11, and people are covering it up today! And 
they're ruining the career of a military officer to do it, and we can't let it stand! 


SOURCE: Curt Weldon House Session October 19, 2005 


The NSA, meanwhile—despite the "scrambler and fiber optics" excuses of the agency's apologists 
—were monitoring all of the communications going through Al Qaeda's pivotal Yemen 
communications hub from the lead-up to the Embassy bombings straight through to the execution of 
9/11 itself. This "communications hub"—discovered in 1996 when the NSA began tapping into and 
transcribing the satellite phone calls of bin Laden—was, in fact, the home of Ahmed al-Hada, one 
of the jihadis who had fought alongside bin Laden against the Soviets in Afghanistan in the 1980s. 
Hada's phone was used by various Al Qaeda-linked operatives to pass messages to each other, as 
some countries blocked or monitored calls to other countries as possible terrorist communications. 


The NSA listened as Mohamed al-'Owhali, one of the bombers involved in the embassy attack, 
made multiple calls to the hub before and after the attack. They listened as Al Qaeda operatives 
called the hub to discuss attacking a US warship in the months prior to the Cole bombing. And they 
listened as numerous terror suspects called to discuss their operations with Khalid al-Mihdhar, one 
of the alleged 9/11 hijackers and the son-in-law of Ahmed al-Hada. 


Thomas Drake was a decorated United States Air Force and United States Navy veteran with a 
background in military crypto-electronics who had worked for twelve years as an outside contractor 
at the NSA. 9/11 was his first full day as an employee of the agency, and it was in the wake of that 
attack that he was handed a report from one of his colleagues in the NSA's "CounterTerror Shop" 
that laid out the agency's role in the events of that day. 


According to Drake, the report was "an extraordinarily detailed long-term study of Al Qaeda's 
activities" that identified "the planning cells" for 9/11, including "a number of the hijackers based 


on actual copy: Atta, Hazmi, Mihdhar," all of whom had appeared on the NSA's radar by the start of 
2001. It also contained specific warnings about 9/11. 


Drake immediately gave the document to his supervisor, Maureen Baginski, who told him: "Tom, I 
wish you had not brought this to my attention." He was subsequently forced out of his position, 
stripped of his security clearance and indicted under the Espionage Act. 


On the day of the attacks, knowing the information that the NSA had that could have foiled the plot, 
the analysts began to break down. Two staffers suffered heart attacks, with one dying. Another, a 
female analyst who had been responsible for monitoring the Yemen hub communications, left NSA 
headquarters after suffering what Drake was told was a nervous breakdown. Yet another, a 40- 
something man, began openly crying in a hallway, telling three women he was talking to in full 
view of everyone passing: "We knew this was being planned months ago, but they would not let us 
issue the reports we wrote." 


NSA leadership, however, like Drake's supervisor and the head of the SIGINT division, Maureen 
Baginski, had a different reaction to the events unfolding that morning. 


THOMAS DRAKE: I would hear the following phrase, which I think one person in 
particular probably regrets ever saying more publicly, that 9/11 was a gift to NSA. A 
gift. 


SOURCE: Thomas Drake: '9/11 Became a Profit Center' for the NSA 


In fact, the story of intelligence agency foreknowledge of the plot goes from the merely impossible 
to the outright absurd when it is revealed that it wasn't just US intelligence that had a window into 
the plot, but every major intelligence service in the world. 


In subsequent years, it has emerged that intelligence agencies in Indonesia, the UK, Germany, Italy, 
Egypt, Russia, Jordan, France and, of course, Israel had all passed on various warnings about an 
imminent attack in the months and years leading up to 9/11. 


And, infamously, the President received a classified intelligence briefing on August 6, 2001, that 
unequivocally stated that an attack was being prepared. 


RICHARD BEN-VENISTE: Isn't it a fact, Dr. Rice, that the August 6th PDB warned 
against possible attacks in this country? And I ask you whether you recall the title of 
that PDB? 


CONDOLEEZZA RICE: I believe the title was, "Bin Laden Determined to Attack 
Inside the United States." 


SOURCE: Excerpts from April 8, 2004 Testimony of Dr. Condoleezza Rice Before the 


9/11 Commission Pertaining to The President's Daily Brief of August 6, 2001 


It's no surprise that this plot—the most important ever attempted by Al Qaeda—would have been 
known by so many. Not only did the men that (we are told) bin Laden handpicked for the operation 
make no effort to hide their movements or obscure their activities, they instead—in the words of 
some investigators—left a deliberate trail behind them, a trail that was picked up and extensively 
reported on in the immediate wake of the attacks. 


NARRATOR: Customs inspectors at Dubai airport became suspicious when they 
noticed that Jarrah had pasted a page of the Koran into his passport. When they searched 
his luggage, they discovered piles of radical Muslim propaganda. What he did next 
remains a mystery to terrorism experts worldwide: he talked freely about his future 
plans. 


SOURCE: The 9/11 Hijackers: Inside The Hamburg Cell 


ANCHOR: One possible clue has developed in Florida. A car was towed from the 
Daytona Beach airport to this impound lot near Daytona. An airport worker called 
police because the car had photographs of Osama bin Laden in the back seat. 


SOURCE: September 12, 2001 - 12:01pm EDT on WUSA 


KERRY SANDERS: ... and that's why they geared up the FBI agents in the field 
immediately, and they located him in South Florida, and again over on the West coast of 
Florida in Venice— 


KATIE COURIC: Were they surprised, Kerry, that he wasn't traveling under an 
assumed name? 


SANDERS: I think they are, but clearly from what the indications are at this point these 
terrorists are not hiding after the fact or anything like that. I think that—one of the 
agents told me that what he believes is that they wanted to leave this trail. 


SOURCE: September 12, 2001 - 11:49am EDT on WRC 


Perhaps the greatest clue as to the real nature of the 9/11 operation, however, is found in one of the 
most stunning pieces of evidence of direct intelligence agency complicity in the plot. In the years 
after the attack, it was revealed that the CIA were not just surveilling the supposed hijackers or 
gathering information on their plans; they actively stopped information about these men's travels 
from reaching other intelligence agencies, deliberately hiding the fact that two of these agents had 
entered the US and were openly living in the country from the FBI and even from the National 
Security Council itself for over one and a half years. 


This incredible fact, buried in footnote 44 of chapter 6 of the 9/11 Commission report, was no trivial 
detail. 


9/11 Commission chair Thomas Kean called it "one of the most troubling aspects of our entire 
report." 


White House counterterror czar Richard Clarke said that it is evidence of both CIA malfeasance and 
misfeasance. 


And Mark Rossini, an FBI agent assigned to the CIA's bin Laden unit, believed it to be part of a 
secret intelligence operation involving these supposed terrorist hijackers that the agency didn't want 
anyone to discover. 


MARK ROSSINI: You know, the Agency had an obligation to tell the Bureau about 
these individuals, and in particular when it was determined that they did go on to the 
U.S., that they did travel to America. I think they had some sort of operational plan 
going on they didn't want the Bureau to know about. 


SOURCE: Who Is Rich Blee? 


Shortly after the Cole bombing, Fahad al-Quso, a Yemeni with known links to Osama bin Laden, 
was interrogated by Yemeni agents and admitted that he had flown from Yemen to Bangkok the 
previous January to deliver $36,000 to "Khallad," a terrorist based in Malaysia who Quso identified 
as the bombing mastermind. The money, Quso said, was to buy this one-legged terror mastermind 
an artificial leg. 


But Ali Soufan—the head of the FBI investigation into the Cole bbmbing—was puzzled by this 
lead. Why was Al Qaeda transferring money out of Yemen when they were supposedly planning an 
attack in that country? Was this money for a different operation? 


As with every such lead, Soufan followed up with an official request to the CIA for any information 
they had on "Khallad" in Malaysia or the phone number that Quso had used to contact him there. 
The CIA never responded to any of these official requests. 


But Soufan's intuitions were correct. 


On December 29, 1999—with all of the US intelligence services on heightened alert due to the 
threat of millennium terror attacks—the NSA shares information from their wiretap of Al Qaeda's 
Yemen communications hub with the CIA: Khalid Al-Mihdhar, Nawaf Alhazmi, and Salem 
Alhazmi will be flying to Malaysia to attend an important Al Qaeda summit the following month. 
The CIA, already aware of Al-Mihdhar's connection to the Yemen communications hub, tasks 
agents from eight CIA offices and six friendly foreign intelligence services with tracking his travel 
to Malaysia. 


The surveillance operation is successful. When Al-Mihdhar changes planes in Dubai, the CIA 
obtains a copy of his passport. Inside is a vital piece of information: this known bin Laden 
associate, on his way to an Al Qaeda summit, has a visa to enter the United States. A visa that was 
issued at the same Jeddah consulate where, Michael Springmann testified, the CIA was helping to 
secure visas for Osama bin Laden's men during the Afghan-Soviet war. 


Seasoned intelligence officials have no trouble understanding the importance of this fact. Reflecting 
on the incredible nature of this series of events years later, veteran FBI agent Jack Cloonan 
remarked: 


"How often do you get into someone's suitcase and find multiple-entry visas? And how often do you 
know there's going to be an organizational meeting of Al Qaeda any place in the world? The 
chances are slim to none! This is as good as it gets. It's a home run in the ninth inning of the World 
Series. This is the kind of case you hope your whole life for." 


What happened next is so inexplicable for purveyors of the official 9/11 conspiracy theory that it is 
typically never discussed. 


After scoring this once-in-a-lifetime intelligence coup—this "home run in the ninth inning of the 
World Series"—the CIA then failed to watchlist either Al-Mihdhar or Alhazmi, allegedly lost track 
of them after they went on from Malaysia to Thailand (despite having the phone number of the 
hotel where they stayed in Bangkok) and failed to inform FBI investigators like Ali Soufan that 
these known terror associates had been tracked to an Al Qaeda summit. Most incredibly of all, the 
official record shows that supervisors in the CIA's bin Laden unit repeatedly and deliberately 
stopped agents from sending info about Al-Mihdhar's US visa to the FBI. 


On January 5, 2000, while the summit was still underway in Kuala Lumpur, the CIA's Riyadh 
Station forwarded the information about Al-Mihdhar's visa to Alec station at Langley. Doug Miller 
—an FBI officer assigned to the bin Laden unit as part of an intelligence-sharing program between 
the CIA and the FBI—read the cable and, following protocol, immediately drafted a memo asking 
for permission to forward the info to FBI headquarters. The reply from Miller's CIA supervisor, 
Michael Anne Casey, citing Alec Station's deputy chief, Tom Wilshere, was immediate and 
unequivocal: "This is not a matter for the FBI." 


Thus began an 18-month odyssey in which 50 CIA personnel documentably accessed this 
information and not one of them ever officially shared it with any FBI or National Security Council 
official, even then-counterterrorism czar Richard Clarke. 


CLARKE: You understand, the way they update us at the White House is: every 
morning, I come in, I turn on my computer and I get 100, 150 CIA reports. I'm not 
relying on somebody calling me and telling me things. You have to intentionally stop it. 
You have to intervene and say, "No, I don't want that report to go," and I never got a 
report to that effect. 


SOURCE: Interview #07 (Washington, DC) 


On its own, this is scarcely believable. The Central Intelligence Agency actively and deliberately 
made a decision to stop the automatic sharing of information on the most sensitive national security 
intelligence in their possession. 


On September 12, 2001, when the CIA finally granted Ali Soufan's request from nearly one year 
before and sent him their intelligence about the Malaysia meeting, he began visibly shaking and 
rushed to the bathroom, vomiting on the floor next to the toilet. When one of his colleagues asked 
him what had happened, he said: "They knew, they knew." 


But neither Soufan nor anyone else familiar with the hidden history of Al Qaeda should be 
surprised. When put into its context, this episode is a perfectly predictable continuation of the same 
pattern of intelligence agency aid that, as we have seen, defines the story of Al Qaeda. 


It is sometimes said that in order to be successful in their mission, the intelligence agencies have to 
get everything right all the time whereas the terrorists only have to get lucky once. But the Al Qaeda 
"terrorists""—protected, shepherded and aided by the intelligence agencies, as they demonstrably 
were—did not get lucky once. 


They got lucky over and over and over again, time after time after time, year after year after year, 
from their earliest beginnings through their development and growth, through their rise to 
international prominence, through every major terrorist attack of the 1990s and right up to the 
doorstep of 9/11. 


At this point, the "incompetence" theory of "failures" and "missed opportunities" is not only not 
supportable, it is a transparent falsehood. There is only one conclusion possible: These "terrorists 
were deliberately aided. 
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This is not fringe conspiracy thinking. Even Richard Clarke eventually came to this conclusion. 


CLARKE: For me, to this day it is inexplicable why, when I had every other detail 
about everything related to terrorism, that the director didn't tell me, that the director of 


the Counterterrorism Center didn't tell me, that the other 48 people in CIA who knew 
about it never mentioned it to me or anyone in my staff in a period of over 12 months. 


JOHN DUFFY: They were stopped from getting to you and stopped from getting to the 
White House. 


CLARKE: And stopped from getting to the FBI and the Defense Department. We 
therefore conclude that there was a high-level decision in the CIA ordering people not to 
share that information. 


RAY NOWOSIELSKI: How high level? 
CLARKE: I would think it would have to be made by the director. 


acl 


DUFFY: Have you asked George Tenet or Cofer Black or Richard Blee about any of 
this after the fact? 


CLARKE: No. 


NOWOSIELSKI: It kind of—the facts dripped out to you over time, right? Over these 
investigations? And then you started to— 


CLARKE: It took a while. 

NOWOSIELSKI: Yeah. 

DUFFY: You've never approached them . . .? 

NOWOSIELSKI: You used to be kind of buddies with Tenet, right? So... 


CLARKE: Look at it this way: they've been able to get through a joint House 
investigation committee and get through the 9/11 Commission and this has never come 
out. They got away with it. They're not going to tell you even if you waterboard them. 


SOURCE: Interview #07 (Washington, DC) 


That the former top-ranking counterterrorism official in the United States has publicly accused the 
former director of the CIA and other top CIA officials of running an operation involving the accused 
9/11 hijackers and then covering up that operation and information about it up to and through 9/11 
—an incredible accusation recorded by two independent filmmakers and freely viewable on 
YouTube for the past decade—is apparently of so little importance that it has never been followed 
up on by any major media outlet. 


But Clarke's version of the story, explosive as it is—that these accused terrorists really were 
terrorists, that they, like Ali Mohamed, managed to triple-cross the intelligence agencies that were 
trying to use them as double agents against Al Qaeda, and that the highest ranks of those 
intelligence agencies, up to and including the director of the CIA engaged in a cover-up of the entire 
affair, indirectly allowing 9/11 to take place purely to save their own skin—demonstrably cannot be 
the full story. 


As we now know, these nineteen men were no devout Islamic fundamentalists driven by their 
devotion into striking against the infidels. These alcohol-drinking, strip club-attending bumblers 
who, at one point, lived with an FBI informant and who left what investigators described as a 
deliberate trail behind them, were not master spies capable of triple-crossing the CIA. 


They did not coordinate their plan to coincide precisely with the live-fly hijacking exercises, 
military war games and planes-into-buildings training drills that were taking place on the day of 
9/11. 


They did not overpower the military-trained pilots on four separate planes before a single one of 
them could so much as send out a hijack signal. 


They did not know to commit those hijackings precisely in the highly classified radar gaps that 
made their planes' movements opaque to flight traffic controllers. 


They did not pilot those planes through maneuvers that even experienced pilots called "tough for 
any airline pilot" despite never having sat in the cockpit of a jumbo jet before. 


They did not cause three buildings to pulverize themselves in mid-air, falling directly through the 
path of most resistance at freefall gravitational acceleration with two planes. 


They did not decide to fly around the Pentagon to miss the Defense Secretary's office and instead 
hit the section of the building where bookkeepers and budget analysts were working on the problem 
of the $2.3 trillion that Donald Rumsfeld had just 24 hours earlier admitted could not be accounted 
for in the Defense Department's budget. 


They did not commit the informed trading that three separate academic studies have proven did take 
place in the run up to 9/11. 


They did not engage in the decades-long cover-up of these facts in the wake of that attack. 


And they did not launch the war of terror that sometimes saw the US and its allies using Al Qaeda 
as a convenient excuse for aggression in foreign countries and other times saw them actively 
collaborating with Al Qaeda to achieve their geopolitical goals. 


No. Richard Clarke's story is itself a cover-up. The spectacular, catalyzing terror attack of 9/11 was 
not allowed to happen. It was made to happen. 


But why? Who, other than the devout Muslim suicide warriors posited by the official 9/11 
conspiracy theorists, would do such a thing? And for what purpose? 


To answer these questions, we need to return to Operation Susannah and the false flag terror ruse 
that has been employed by the British, the Israelis and the US throughout the past century. As we 
shall see, just eight years after Operation Susannah failed in Egypt, the highest-ranking officials in 
the US military drafted plans to stage terror attacks, blow up airliners and even kill Americans in 
order to blame their political enemies. And, in the lead up to 9/11, a cadre of political operatives 
brought those plans into the 21st century, paving the way for a new Pearl Harbor that would begin a 
worldwide war of terror and a clash of civilizations. 


GEORGE W. BUSH: Our war on terror begins with al Qaeda, but it does not end there. 
It will not end until every terrorist group of global reach has been found, stopped and 
defeated. 


SOURCE: President Bush's address to a joint session of Congress on September 20, 
2001 
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"Falsehood flies, and truth comes limping after it, so that when men come to be 
undeceived, it is too late; the jest is over, and the tale hath had its effect." 


Jonathan Swift 


INTRODUCTION 
Kabul, Afghanistan. August 29th, 2021. 


A white 1996 Toyota Corolla races down the dusty streets of the Afghan capital. 


Just days earlier, a suicide bombing at the Kabul airport had killed thirteen US Marines and dozens 
of Afghans. American forces, on high alert, track the Corolla from above. An American MQ-9 
Reaper drone hovers high up, monitoring the driver—Zemari Ahmadi—as he stops at a suspected 
ISIS safe house and loads the car with explosives before continuing his journey to the airport. 


But Ahmadi never reaches his destination. At 4:50 PM, the order is given and the Reaper drone 
launches a hellfire missile at the vehicle, killing the would-be terrorist and destroying his explosive 
payload. 


The media, focused on the conflict in Afghanistan for the first time in years, air live coverage of the 
Pentagon's announcement: In the waning hours of America's two-decade-long military presence in 
Afghanistan, another terror threat has been liquidated and more innocent lives have been saved. 


GEN. WILLIAM TAYLOR: Yesterday, US military forces conducted an over-the- 
horizon counterterrorism operation against an ISIS-K planner and facilitator. The air 
strike occurred in the Nangarhar province of Afghanistan. I can confirm, as more 
information has come in, that two high-profile ISIS targets were killed and one was 
wounded and we know of zero civilian casualties. 


SOURCE: Military officials hold news conference at Pentagon after drone strike 


But as the smoke cleared on the scene of the strike, some grisly truths began to emerge: Ahmadi had 
not been a terrorist. He was not on his way to set off a suicide bomb at the Kabul Airport. The car 
didn't even have explosives. 


In reality, Ahmadi had been an aid worker for an American NGO distributing food to malnourished 
Afghans. He wasn't on his way to the airport; he was arriving home after a day at the office. The 
"suspicious packages" that the drone operators had watched him load into his car were in fact water 
bottles that Ahmadi was bringing home because his neighbourhood was dealing with a water 
shortage. 


In perhaps the greatest irony, Ahmadi had applied for a special visa to emigrate to the US with his 
family just days before his death. Now, that family was devastated, torn apart by an explosion that 
left Ahmadi and nine of his relatives—including a two-year-old—dead. 


Finally forced to admit that every part of the drone strike story had been a lie, the Pentagon called it 
a "tragic mistake." And, after a three-month self-investigation, it was decided that no one involved 


in that "mistake" would receive any punishment for killing 10 innocent Afghans. 


The story of the killing of Zemari Ahmadi is the story of the War on Terror in a nutshell. Ahmadi's 
death was cast as a "tragic mistake" for which no one was to blame, just as America's decades-long 
debacle in the Middle East—from the invasion, occupation and eventual choatic retreat from 
Afghanistan to the illegal invasion of Iraq and the rise of ISIS to the regime change operations in 
Libya and Syria—had been a "failure" of military planning. 


But, when viewed in its proper context, the war on terror was no failure. In fact, waged on fictitious 
grounds against a shadow enemy, the great military campaign of the 21st century was not a war on 
terror at all. It was a war of terror, a pretext for the construction of an international security grid in 
the name of fighting a bogeyman that never existed in the first place. 


And by that metric, the war of terror was successful beyond its planners' wildest dreams. 


Part Three: The War of Terror 


For many in the general public, the war on terror was a direct consequence of 9/11, and that war 
began with George W. Bush's address to Congress on September 20, 2001: 


GEORGE W. BUSH: Our enemy is a radical network of terrorists, and every 
government that supports them. Our war on terror begins with Al Qaeda, but it does not 
end there. It will not end until every terrorist group of global reach has been found, 
stopped, and defeated. 


SOURCE: President Bush's address to a joint session of Congress on September 20, 
2001 


Some even believe that the war ended with Barack Obama's declaration of May 23, 2013: 


BARACK OBAMA: Beyond Afghanistan, we must define our effort not as a boundless 
“global war on terror,” but rather as a series of persistent, targeted efforts to dismantle 
specific networks of violent extremists that threaten America. 


SOURCE: Remarks by the President at the National Defense University 


But, as convenient as these statements are for creating bookends for the story of the war on terror, 
they do not tell the real story of that war. In fact, the origins of the global war on terror go back 
much further than the general public has been led to believe. 


In 1962, the US Joint Chiefs of Staff, led by General Lyman Lemnitzer, issued a startling proposal 
to President John F. Kennedy on how to get the public on board with military invention in Cuba to 
remove Fidel Castro from power. Called Operation Northwoods, the plan suggested a number of 
staged provocations, secretly committed by the US itself but blamed on Castro, including: blowing 
up a US ship in Guantanomo Bay and blaming the incident on the Cuban government; staging terror 
attacks in the United States to be blamed on Cuban terrorists; and even painting up a remote- 
controlled plane to resemble a passenger jet and destroying it over Cuba. 


The incredible plan, rejected by Kennedy, who subsequently refused to renew Lemnitzer's term as 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was classified and was not revealed to the public until 2001, 
just months before 9/11. 


JAMES BAMFORD: The idea was to create a pretext to show that the there was an 
attack by Cuba on the United States. And the idea was to have US personnel from the 
CIA and other places secretly create terrorism in the United States. The document 
actually said people would be shot on American streets, bombs would be blown up. And 
again, all this the evidence would be laid to point the finger at Castro. 


One other idea was they were going to—they had a very complex plan where they were 
going to take an aircraft and load it with CIA people that looked like college students, 
fly it over to—have it take off from an airport in Miami with a lot of publicity and then 
it would—quickly after it got into the air—land at a secret CIA base. At that same time, 
an identical plane would take off from that CIA base, except this plane would be empty 
and it would be remotely piloted from the ground. It would be a drone plane that would 
be very similar to the passenger plane that had just taken off. 


And once the plane was over Cuba, there was going to be a tape recorder that would 
have played a distress call to a microphone saying, "Help, we're being shot at!" And a 
few minutes later—once the plane was over the Caribbean Sea after it passed over Cuba 
—somebody would have pressed the button on the ground, blowing up the plane. And 
they would have blamed Cuba for killing a plane load of American college students. 


SOURCE: Operation Northwoods explained by James Bamford 


But even after its rejection, the Northwoods idea of using spectacular terror attacks as the 
justification for a widescale war continued to be employed by military planners. 


In November 1998, Philip Zelikow—who would go on to chair the 9/11 Commission—co-wrote an 
article in Foreign Affairs, the Council on Foreign Relations' publication, with Ashton Carter, the 
future Secretary of Defense under President Obama, and John Deutsch, the former director of the 
CIA. Titled "Catastrophic Terrorism: Tackling the New Danger," the article warns of a potential 
"transforming event,” such as an attack on the World Trade Center: 


"Like Pearl Harbor, the event would divide our past and future into a before and after. 
The United States might respond with draconian measures scaling back civil liberties, 
allowing wider surveillance of citizens, detention of suspects and use of deadly force. 
More violence could follow, either future terrorist attacks or U.S. counterattacks. 
Belatedly, Americans would judge their leaders negligent for not addressing terrorism 
more urgently." 


The solution to this impending threat of catastrophic terrorism, Zelikow and his co-authors argue, is 
to take that threat seriously—as the US government did in 1940 when it "pondered what kind of 
forces it would need to wage a global war"—and to create new offices for coordinating homeland 
security and waging pre-emptive strikes against potential terrorists around the world. 


Then, unnoticed by much of the public, the global war on terror was first proposed on live TV on 
the morning of 9/11. At 11:28 AM New York time, as the blanket of dust from the freshly exploded 
towers was still settling on Manhattan and much of the world was still trying to process what was 
happening, a guest on BBC World News laid out the dawning of the new age of global terror with 
remarkable foresight. But this prediction was not delivered by a US government official or an 
American intelligence agent or a Washington Beltway insider. It was delivered by Ehud Barak, the 
former Prime Minister of Israel. 


PRESENTER: Joining me now here in the BBC World studio is the former Israeli 
Prime Minister Ehud Barak, who's in London at the moment. Mr. Barak, welcome to 
BBC World. First, your reaction, having heard what's happened. At least four planes 
have been hijacked and there may be more. 


EHUD BARAK: The world will not be the same from today on. It's an attack against 
our whole civilization. I don't know who is responsible. I believe we will know in 12 
hours. 


If it is a kind of bin Laden organization, and even if it's something else, I believe that 
this is the time to deploy a globally concerted effort led by the United States, the UK, 
Europe and Russia against all sources of terror—the same kind of struggle that our 
forefathers launched against the piracy on the high seas. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 11:28am EDT (4:28pm BST) - BBC World News 


In the chaos of September 11, 2001, mere minutes after the destruction of the Twin Towers, the 
global viewing public was presented all the key takeaways of 9/11: that "this is the time to deploy a 
globally concerted effort led by the United States"; that "the world will not be the same from today 
on"; and, of course, that we "don't know who was responsible," although "we will know in 12 
hours." But the name immediately implanted in the minds of the audience—not for the first nor the 
last time on that long day of news coverage—was that of Osama bin Laden. 


In the following days, these takeaways became the talking points for the US government and its 
allies around the world. Before the day was over, President Bush was already laying the rhetorical 


groundwork for the coming war, vowing that "we stand together to win the war against terrorism." 
By the end of the week, the American public was being prepared for a conflict much bigger than a 


conventional war: "This crusade, this war on terrorism is going to take a while." 


And, in the following week, Bush confirmed what the public had been told since the moment of the 
live televised strike on the World Trade Center: 


JON SCOTT: We just saw on live television as a second plane flew into the second 
tower of the World Trade Center. Now, given what has been going on around the world, 
some of the key suspects come to mind: Osama bin Laden. Who knows what? 


SOURCE: Original News Broadcast on 9/11/01 


BUSH: Americans are asking: Who attacked our country? The evidence we have 
gathered all points to a collection of loosely affiliated terrorist organizations known as 


Al Qaeda. 
SOURCE: President Bush's address to a joint session of Congress on September 20, 
2001 


By the end of the month, the public had heard so many authoritative pronouncements about "the 
evidence" pointing to bin Laden's responsibility for the 9/11 attacks that few noticed when the US 
government declined to release a promised white paper outlining that evidence—a decision 
prompted by a "lack of solid information" about the plot, according to government sources cited by 
veteran journalist Seymour Hersh. Instead, the presentation of such evidence was outsourced—as so 
much of the dirty work in the global war on terror would be—to a third-party nation-state: the 
United Kingdom. 


On September 30, 2001, UK Prime Minister Tony Blair appeared on the BBC's Breakfast with Frost 
program to declare he had been shown "absolutely powerful, incontrovertible evidence of [bin 
Laden's] link to the events of the 11th of September," but because the evidence came from 
"sensitive sources" he could not simply reveal it to the public. Rather, the UK government would 
release a report laying out its case against Osama in great detail. 


That dossier, titled "Responsibility for the terrorist atrocities in the United States," was released on 
October 4th and was touted by the press as "the clearest case yet of Osama bin Laden's involvement 


in the September 11 attacks." The document opens, however, by noting that it "does not purport to 
provide a prosecutable case against Osama bin Laden in a court of law." The first 60 points of the 
report provide general background information about bin Laden and previous terror attacks 
attributed to Al Qaeda, and the last ten points, dealing with "Osama bin Laden and the 11 
September attacks," are almost incomprehensibly vague. 


It claims that "at least three" of the hijackers have been identified as "associates of Al Qaeda," 
without listing how this conclusion was arrived at or even who these associates are. 


It claims that the attack "follows the modus operandi" of Al Qaeda and is "entirely consistent" with 
the planning of previous attacks attributed to the group. 


And, most remarkably, it states that "[t]here is evidence of a very specific nature relating to the guilt 
of bin Laden and his associates that is too sensitive to release." 


At almost the exact same time, momentous events were taking place in Europe, where the North 
Atlantic Council, NATO's main decision-making body, was receiving a classified briefing from a 
US State Department operative. 


LORD ROBERTSON: This morning, the United States briefed the North Atlantic 
Council on the results of their investigation into who was responsible for the horrific 
terrorist attacks which took place on 11 September. 


The briefing was given by Ambassador Frank Taylor, the United States Department of 
State Coordinator for Counter-terrorism. 


wal 


The briefing addressed the events of 11 September themselves, the results of the 
investigation so far, what is known about Osama bin Laden and the Al Qaeda 
organization and their involvement in the attacks and in previous terrorist activity, and 
the links between Al Qaeda and the Taliban regime in Afghanistan. 


The facts are clear and compelling. The information presented points conclusively to an 
Al Qaeda role in the 11 September attacks. 


SOURCE: Statement by NATO Secretary General, Lord Robertson, October 2, 2001 


This was no ordinary briefing. The result of that briefing was that for the first time in its history, 
NATO invoked Article 5 of its charter—the self-defence clause that compels the organization to 
assist any member nation that is attacked by an outside force. By "proving" that bin Laden had 
committed the attack in connection with the Taliban, the United States could launch the war on 
terror and compel NATO to assist in its invasion of Afghanistan. 


LORD ROBERTSON: On the basis of this briefing, it has now been determined that 
the attack against the United States on 11 September was directed from abroad and shall 
therefore be regarded as an action covered by Article 5 of the Washington Treaty, which 
states that an armed attack on one or more of the Allies in Europe or North America 
shall be considered an attack against them all. 


I want to reiterate that the United States of America can rely on the full support of its 18 
NATO allies in the campaign against terrorism. 


Given the stakes involved, questions long swirled around this mysterious, classified briefing. What 
had Ambassador Frank Taylor told the North Atlantic Council that was so compelling? What 
information persuaded the world's largest and most powerful military alliance to launch an invasion 
of another nation? The public, it seemed, would never know. 


LORD ROBERTSON: Today's was a classified briefing and so I cannot give you all 
the details. Briefings are also being given directly by the United States to the Allies in 
their capitals. 


But then, in 2009, intelwire.com quietly posted a document online under the title "Secret Post-9/11 
Briefing to World Leaders." The document is a US State Department cable addressed to the 
American embassies in the NATO countries and American allies around the world under the subject 
line "September 11: Working together to fight the plague of global terrorism and the case against Al 


Qaeda." The cable is dated October 1, 2001—the day before Ambassador Taylor's meeting with the 
North Atlantic Council—and instructs its recipients to brief their host country's government on "the 
information linking the Al Qaeda terrorist network, Osama bin Laden, and the Taliban regime to the 
September 11 terrorist attack on the World Trade Center and Pentagon and the crash of United 
Airlines Flight 93." 


The document went largely unnoticed until 2018, when Professor Niels Harrit wrote an article, "The 
Mysterious Frank Taylor Report: The 9/11 Document that Launched US-NATO’s 'War on Terrorism’ 
in the Middle East," connecting the dots between this document and the briefing that Ambassador 
Taylor gave to the North Atlantic Council. 


HARRIT: This is in my mind with no doubt simply the legal basis for eighteen years of 
perpetual war in the Middle East. This is the basis for NATO's activation of Article 5. 
And so what is in the document and what is the evidence? What is the evidence which 
Lord Robertson calls "clear and compelling"? None. There's absolutely no evidence in 
that paper. 


SOURCE: The Secret Lie That Started the Afghan War 


Much like the UK government dossier, the State Department cable contains no actual evidence of a 
link between bin Laden and the 9/11 attacks. In fact, the cable is virtually identical to the UK report. 
After spending a full fifteen pages talking in generalities about terror, about the US government's 
officially sanctioned history of Al Qaeda, and of previous attacks attributed to Al Qaeda and Osama 
bin Laden, the document finally arrives at "Part III" purporting to demonstrate Al Qaeda's 
involvement in the attacks. 


But Part HI begins by admitting that the investigation into the attacks is "still in the early stage" and 
that "[t]here are still gaps in our knowledge." It then goes on to detail circumstantial "evidence," 
including the observation that "bin Laden and his associates seemed to be anticipating what we 
could only identify as an important event or activity." Finally, the document talks about how the 
incident is "tactically similar to earlier attacks" because it involved planning and a desire to inflict 
mass casualties. 


And with that complete lack of evidence, the war on terror was launched and the invasion of 
Afghanistan began. 


And so, in October 2001, the bombs began dropping on Afghanistan. The war of terror had 
officially begun, and the public was told that one of the key objectives of that war was to kill or 
capture Osama bin Laden. 


REPORTER: Do you want bin Laden dead? 


BUSH: I want him . . . hell, I want justice. And there's an old poster out West, as I 
recall, that said "Wanted: Dead or Alive." 


SOURCE: CNN: 2001, President George W. Bush 'bin Laden, Wanted dead or alive' 


But as we have seen, one of the defining hallmarks of Al Qaeda throughout its reign of terror was its 
agents’ uncanny ability to cross borders illegally, evade capture repeatedly and generally slip 
through intelligence agency dragnets unimpeded. This remarkable string of "good luck" included: 


e the "Blind Sheik" Omar Abdel Rahman, who entered the US with CIA support and lived 
there unmolested even after his green card was revoked; 

e World Trade Center bomber Ramzi Yousef, who entered the US without the proper 
paperwork, working and living with a suspected terror ring that was under FBI surveillance, 
and fleeing the country before he was even a person of interest in the WTC investigation; 

e Khalid Al-Mihdhar and Nawaf Alhazmi, whose entry to the US from an Al Qaeda summit in 
Malaysia was known about and actively covered up by the CIA and who lived openly in the 
United States under their real names for over a year, repeatedly calling the Al Qaeda 
communications hub in Yemen that was being monitored by the NSA; 

e and, most infamously, Al Qaeda "triple agent" Ali Mohammed, whose career as an Egyptian 
army officer, a "failed" CIA asset, a trusted aide to Al Qaeda second-in-command Ayman Al- 
Zawahiri, a US special forces training officer, a volunteer fighter in Afghanistan, an FBI 
deep-cover asset, Osama bin Laden's personal bodyguard and the trainer of many of Al 
Qaeda's terrorists throughout the 1990s is so improbable that it is generally ignored in most 
histories of Al Qaeda. 


As incredible as all of those stories are, however, they pale in comparison to the story that was 
about to unfold: the "disappearance" of Osama bin Laden, ostensibly the most wanted man on the 
planet, from under the noses of the American military and intelligence services. 


Osama bin Laden's remarkable post-9/11 "disappearance" actually began on 9/11 itself, when his 
whereabouts were not a mystery to America or its allies in the region. In fact, his location and 
activities on the night before 9/11 were well known to the US, although that information would not 
be revealed to the public until after his "escape." 


BARRY PETERSEN: Everyone remembers what happened on September 11th. Here's 
the story of what may have happened the night before. It is a tale as twisted as the hunt 
for Osama bin Laden. 


CBS News has been told that the night before the September 11th terrorist attack, 
Osama bin Laden was in Pakistan. He was getting medical treatment with the support of 
the very military that days later pledged its backing for the US war on terror in 
Afghanistan. Pakistan intelligence sources tell CBS News that bin Laden was spirited 
into this military hospital in Rawalpindi for kidney dialysis treatment. 


SOURCE: Dan Rather Reports: 9/11 bin Laden At Rawalpindi Hospital September 
10th 2001 


Despite knowing bin Laden's precise location and activities right up to the moment of 9/11, 
however, and despite the fact that the Al Qaeda leader was already a wanted fugitive subject to 
international arrest warrants and under indictment by a US federal court, bin Laden continued to 
move around internationally with the full knowledge and complicity of state intelligence services. 
And, as remarkable as this may seem, bin Laden's trip to Rawalpindi on the eve of 9/11 was neither 
the first nor the last time that the US would allow him to evade capture. 


In the weeks after the attack, the Taliban offered to try bin Laden in Afghanistan or even hand him 
over to a third-party country if the US provided them with the same proof of Bin Laden's guilt for 
9/11 that Ambassador Taylor had supposedly provided NATO. Bush turned the offer down. Then, 


after the invasion of Afghanistan began in October, the Taliban again tried to hand bin Laden over, 
this time dropping the request for proof of his guilt. Bush again refused. 


The war of terror, it turned out, was not about getting Osama. In fact, if bin Laden had been 
captured or killed, it would have derailed the carefully laid plans for the Bush Administration's 
aggressive new foreign policy. 


But, having been sold on the simplified version of the war on terror—the one that held the objective 
of that war was to kill or capture Osama bin Laden and to liquidate the Al Qaeda network—the 
public believed that the fighting would be short and decisive, like the first Gulf War. After all, how 
hard would it be for the army of the world's unrivaled military superpower employing the tools of 
the most high-tech intelligence community in history to capture a lone fighter on dialysis in the 
caves of Tora Bora? 


Bush administration officials were quick to temper the public's expectations on this point. This was 
no ordinary elderly man living in an undefended cave, after all. This was a comic book supervillain, 
an evil millionaire mastermind directing a terrorist army from his elaborate cave fortress. 


TIM RUSSERT: . . . there is constant discussion about him hiding out in caves, and I 
think many times the American people have a perception that it's a little hole dug out of 
a side of a mountain. 


DONALD RUMSFELD: Oh, no. 


RUSSERT: This is it. This is a fortress! A complex, multi-tiered. Bedrooms and offices 
on the top, as you can see. Secret exits on the side and on the bottom. Cut deep to avoid 
thermal detection. A ventilation system to allow people to breathe and to carry on. The 
entrances large enough to drive trucks and even tanks. Even computer systems and 
telephone systems. It's a very sophisticated operation. 


RUMSFELD: Oh, you bet. This is serious business. And there's not one of those, there 
are many of those! 


SOURCE: Bin Laden's cave according to Rumsfeld 


This was a lie, of course. There were no high-tech cave fortresses, no "multi-tiered bedrooms and 
offices on the top," no "secret exits on the side," no ventilation system or computer systems. It was 
a fabrication, a literal artist's rendering with as much reality as that of a comic book or a cartoon. 


But, as an unfolding drama for the public following the war on their television sets half a world 
away, this story had enough twists and turns to keep any audience engaged. 


The first phase of the war went as predicted. By November, America's relentless bombing had 
already routed the Taliban, driving them from Kabul toward Kunduz in the north. There, the trapped 
fighters—including not only Taliban but Al Qaeda members as well as Pakistani Army officers, 
intelligence advisers, and volunteers—were saved from certain defeat by a miracle: the arrival of a 
squadron of Pakistani aircraft that flew in and airlifted them back to Pakistan. 


It was later confirmed that the operation—dubbed the "airlift of evil"—was signed off on by the 
Bush Administration, who had cut a secret deal with Pakistani President Musharraf to let the 
fighters escape and who "ordered the United States Central Command to set up a special air 
corridor to help insure the safety of the Pakistani rescue flights." 


But what about Osama bin Laden? As it turns out, his whereabouts were no great mystery to 
American forces, and, once again, he was allowed to escape. 


On the eve of the invasion of Afghanistan in October, the Guardian reported that "Osama bin Laden 
was in Kabul last week and US and British intelligence agencies have a 'pretty good idea’ where he 
is now," suggesting that "Western intelligence has a much clearer picture of bin Laden's recent 
movements than has been admitted." The report went on to note that bin Laden's "capture or death 
would reduce the pressure for wider military action against Afghanistan." But this intelligence did 
not lead to bin Laden's apprehension. 


As American forces honed in on Kabul in early November, bin Laden and all of his closest advisors 
managed to escape to Jalalabad in a very conspicuous late-night convoy. One eyewitness reported: 
"We don't understand how they weren't all killed the night before, because they came in a convoy of 
at least 1,000 cars and trucks. It was a very dark night, but it must have been easy for American 
pilots to see the headlights." 


On November 13th, just one day before the Northern Alliance captured Jalalabad, bin Laden 
escaped once again, this time in a convoy of several hundred cars. Despite believing bin Laden to 
be in one of the vehicles, US forces opted to ignore the convoy and instead bombed the nearby 
Jalalabad airport. 


Bin Laden and his men, now numbering a few hundred fighters, arrived in mid-November at the 
mountainous Khyber Pass on the border of Pakistan. On November 15th, with the remaining Al 
Qaeda and Taliban holdouts pinned down in the caves of Tora Bora, the US military was in a 
position to eliminate the Al Qaeda threat, kill Osama bin Laden and end the war on terror. 


But, remarkably, the Marines, special forces and CIA operatives who were positioned and ready to 
do this were blocked from doing so by their own superiors. 


NARRATOR: That winter, the CIA was still at war. The Taliban had fallen. Now it was 
Osama bin Laden's turn. 


GARY BERNTSEN: I'm looking for bin Laden right away. I want to start killing him 
and his people immediately. 


GARY SCHROEN: We had intelligence that continued to develop that bin Laden and 
Zawahiri were in Afghanistan, probably in the eastern areas, hiding out there. 


NARRATOR: The CIA tried to put together a team to chase bin Laden. It wasn't easy. 


GARY BERNTSEN: I asked Army special forces if they'll send people in. They say, 
"No, we're not going down there. It's unstable. You don't have a reliable ally." 


STEVE COLL: The conditions for Al Qaeda's retreat were quite favorable, and the 


United States did not do the one thing that the Pentagon had within its power to do, 
which was to move regular US troops into a blocking position behind these mountains. 


SOURCE: The Dark Side (Frontline) 


The story, exhaustively documented by CIA operatives, special forces operators, journalists and 
even a US Senate report, is clear and unambiguous. 


As the US Senate report notes: "By early December 2001, bin Laden’s world had shrunk to a 
complex of caves and tunnels carved into a mountainous section of eastern Afghanistan known as 
Tora Bora." 


Both the CIA and Delta Force—the US Army's elite special operations unit—had tracked bin Laden 
from Jalalabad to Tora Bora. They had "real-time eavesdropping capabilities on Al Qaeda almost 
from their arrival, allowing them to track movements and gauge the effectiveness of the bombing" 
and were able to pick up radio communications featuring bin Laden directly issuing commands to 
his troops. They had him surrounded on three sides, and the relentless air strikes—including the use 
of a 15,000 pound "daisy cutter" not used since Viethnam—were decimating what was left of bin 
Laden's forces. All that was needed was to secure the mountain pass leading out of Tora Bora and 
into Pakistan. 


Gary Berntsen, the head of the CIA's paramilitary operation against the Taliban and Al Qaeda, knew 
that the Afghan militias that the US had cobbled together were not up to the job of securing the 
pass. From mid-November to mid-December, he repeatedly begged his superiors for one battalion 
of US Army Rangers—just 800 troops—to help stop bin Laden from slipping away. 


As the US Senate later noted, fulfilling Berntsen's request "would have been a manageable task": 


In late November, about the time US intelligence placed bin Laden squarely at Tora 
Bora, more than 1,000 members of the 15th and 26th Marine Expeditionary Units, 
among the military’s most mobile arms, established a base southwest of Kandahar, only 
a few hours flight away. [. . .] Another 1,000 troops from the Army’s 10th Mountain 
Division were split between a base in southern Uzbekistan and Bagram Air Base, a short 
helicopter flight from Tora Bora. 


General James Mattis, the commander of the Marines at Kandahar, told a journalist that his troops 
could seal off Tora Bora, but his superiors rejected the plan. 


Berntsen fared no better in his quest to obtain 800 Army Rangers for the mission. Not only was his 
request rejected, but, remarkably, in the middle of the most important battle of the war, he was 
replaced as head of the CIA force in Afghanistan, effective immediately. His replacement was to be 
Rich Blee, the same CIA bin Laden unit chief who had helped conceal the information about Al- 
Mihdhar and Alhazmi's entry to the US from the FBI. Blee was accompanied to Afghanistan by 
Michael Anne Casey, the bin Laden unit staffer who had actually stopped Doug Miller from sharing 
that info with the FBI. 


At first, Berntsen was told that his request was denied because it might "alienate our Afghan allies." 


"I don't give a damn about alienating our allies!" he replied. "I only care about eliminating Al Qaeda 
and delivering bin Laden's head in a box!" 


Later, though, a different story emerged. As it turns out, at the exact same time that bin Laden was 
holed up in Tora Bora, US Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld ordered General Tommy Franks, 
who was leading the Afghan invasion, to redirect planning resources from Afghanistan to the 
Pentagon's next target in the war of terror: Iraq. 


As even the official story of the war on terror acknowledges, bin Laden and his top aides, seizing 
their opportunity, simply walked out of Tora Bora and into Pakistan. 


And, just like that, the bogeyman of the war on terror was gone, allowed to escape yet again. He 
would reappear from time to time to continue reminding the public about the origins of the terror 
war. But now, the public's attention was being turned to a new bogeyman. 


QUESTION: Mr. President, in your speeches now, you rarely talk [about] or mention 
Osama bin Laden. Why is that? 


Also, can you can tell the American people if you have any more information—if you 
know if he is dead or alive. Deep in your heart, don't you truly believe that until you 
find out if he is dead or alive, you won't really want to make— 


BUSH: Well, deep in my heart, I know the man's on the run if he's alive at all. And I— 
you know, who knows if he's hiding in some cave or not? We hadn't heard from him in a 
long time. 


And the idea of focusing on one person is really—indicates to me people don't 
understand the scope of the mission. Terror's bigger than one person. And he's just—he's 
a person who has now been marginalized. His network is—his host government has 
been destroyed. He's the ultimate parasite who found weakness, exploited it, and met his 
match. 


He is—you know, as I mention in my speeches—I do mention the fact that this is a 
fellow who is willing to commit youngsters to their death. And he, himself, tries to hide, 
if, in fact, he's hiding at all. 


So I don't know where he is. Nor—you know, I just don't spend that much time on him 
really, to be honest with you. 


SOURCE: Presidential News Conference March 13, 2002 


BUSH: Some have argued that confronting the threat from Iraq could detract from the 
war against terror. To the contrary, confronting the threat posed by Iraq is crucial to 
winning the war on terror. 


SOURCE: President Bush Outlines Iraqi Threat 


That the Bush Administration would pivot so quickly from hunting Osama bin Laden to toppling 
Saddam Hussein was only surprising to those who did not know the neocons populating the Bush 
administration or their well-documented and long-held desire to affect regime change in Iraq. 


In 1996, a group of prominent neoconservatives—including Richard Perle, Douglas Feith and 
David Wurmser—wrote a report for then-Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu. Titled "A 
Clean Break: A New Strategy for Securing the Realm," the report urged Israel to "shape its strategic 
environment" by "weakening, containing, and even rolling back Syria." The way to do this, the 
report concluded, was to "focus on removing Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq—an important 
Israeli strategic objective in its own right—as a means of foiling Syria’s regional ambitions." 


In 1997, twenty-five prominent neocons—including ten who would go on to serve in the Bush 
Administration, and even Jeb Bush, the future president's brother—signed a "Statement of 
Principles" as the founding charter of a new think tank called the Project for the New American 
Century (PNAC). The statement called on then-President Clinton to reverse the defense spending 


cuts that marked the post-Cold War era and to "increase defense spending significantly." In 1998, 
the group followed up with an open letter to Clinton urging him to "turn your Administration's 
attention to implementing a strategy for removing Saddam's regime from power." 


Surrounding himself with neocons on the campaign trail and eventually installing those neocons in 
all of the key security positions in his cabinet, President George W. Bush wasted no time in making 
these regime change dreams a reality. 


As Treasury Secretary Paul O'Neill later revealed, at his first major national security council 
meeting—held just ten days into the new administration—"President Bush tasked Secretary of 
Defense Donald Rumsfeld and Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Hugh Shelton to begin preparing 
options for the use of US ground forces in the northern and southern no-fly zones in Iraq to support 
an insurgency to bring down the Saddam regime." The second national security council meeting of 
the Bush administration, held two days later, also discussed regime change in Irag, with one 
briefing document at the meeting marked "secret" and bearing the title "Plan for post-Saddam Iraq." 


RON SUSKIND: From the very first instance, it was about Iraq, it was about what we 
can do to change this regime. 


LESLEY STAHL: Now, everybody else thought that grew out of 9/11. 
SUSKIND: No. 
STAHL: But this book says it was day one of this administration. 


SUSKIND: Day one, these things were laid and sealed. 


SOURCE: Before 9/11, Bush Asked To “Go Find Me A Way” To Invade Iraq 


And, infamously, on the day of 9/11 itself, the administration was already beginning plans for a 
retaliatory strike not just on bin Laden in Afghanistan but on Iraq. 


A note taken at 2:40 PM on September 11, 2001, records Rumsfeld saying he wanted "best info fast. 
Judge whether good enough to hit Saddam Hussein at the same time. Not only bin Laden." He also 
made sure to order staff to "go massive" and "sweep it all up" including "things related and not." 


From before Bush even got into office, there was no doubt that he would attack Iraq. 9/11 and the 
war on terror merely presented the neocons with the perfect opportunity to fulfill that agenda. The 
only problem was how to tie Iraq into the war on terror in the minds of the public, a problem that 
Bush himself admitted to. 


BUSH: You know, one of the hardest parts of my job is to connect Iraq to the war on 
terror. 


SOURCE: Couric Interview Bush September 6, 2006 


BUSH: Of course we're after Saddam Hussein ... I mean bin Laden. He's... he's... 
he's isolated. 


SOURCE: George W. Bush and John Kerry 1st Presidential Debate 2004 


The job of connecting the public face of the war on terror—bin Laden and Al Qaeda—to Saddam 
and Iraq was made more difficult by the fact that there was no such connection. Difficult, but not 
impossible, for a committed cadre with no qualms about using mendacity to achieve their political 
objectives. 


The most direct link between Al Qaeda and Iraq was a trip that alleged 9/11 hijacker Mohammed 
Atta was reported to have made to the Iraqi consulate in Prague in April 2001. After Atta's pictures 
were published in the media in the wake of 9/11, a Middle East informant told Czech intelligence 
that he had seen Atta meeting with a suspected Iraqi intelligence agent in the Czech Republic that 
spring. 


The story became even more salacious when—at the height of the anthrax scare in October 2001 
—"anonymous Israeli intelligence sources" planted a story in the German media that Atta had in 
fact received anthrax spores from his Iraqi contact in Prague. 


But the entire story was such a preposterous lie that it was quickly disowned by both the FBI and 
the CIA. Investigators found "there was no evidence Atta left or returned to the US" during that 
time frame and "pointed to other evidence, including Atta's cell phone records, to cast doubt on the 
idea that any meeting had occurred." And, despite the fantastical, anonymous, evidence-free reports 
in German media, the anthrax used in the anthrax attacks on America in the fall of 2001 did not 
source from Iraq, but from the US military's own bioweapons laboratory. 


None of this stopped Vice President Dick Cheney from repeating the lie in his media appearances in 
the run-up to the Iraq War, however. 


CHENEY: We've seen, in connection with the hijackers, of course, Mohamed Atta, who 
was the lead hijacker, did apparently travel to Prague on a number of occasions. And on 
at least one occasion, we have reporting that places him in Prague with a senior Iraqi 
intelligence official a few months before the attack on the World Trade Center. 


SOURCE: Cheney on "Meet the Press" September 8, 2002 


The story of Iraqi agents handing flasks of anthrax to 9/11 hijackers was a little too fanciful even for 
the credulous American public, however, and it was soon dropped from the neocons' sales pitch for 
the Iraq war. 


Instead, a different set of lies would need to be found to sell the public on the illegal invasion of a 
sovereign nation. 


On January 31, 2003—six months after senior British intelligence complained behind closed doors 
that the "facts were being fixed around the policy" of invading Irag—Bush met with British Prime 
Minister Tony Blair at the White House for a discussion on the matter. As a now-infamous memo 
documenting the meeting records, Bush had already decided on military action, and a start date for 
the bombing of March 10th "was now pencilled in." Given that it was unlikely that the UN would 
pass a resolution authorizing the invasion absent some compelling incident, Bush suggested a way 
that Iraq could be provoked into aggressive action. 


According to the memo: "The US was thinking of flying U2 reconnaissance aircraft with fighter 
cover over Iraq, painted in UN colours. If Saddam fired on them, he would be in breach" of existing 
UN resolutions, thus justifying military action. The stunning and documented admission that 


President Bush had suggested staging a false flag event as one option for provoking a war received 
some press attention at the time but has since largely been forgotten. 


After all, they did not need to get Iraq to shoot down a spy plane. The neocons had hit on a different 
strategy for selling the war to the public. 


PRESIDENT BUSH: If the Iraqi regime wishes peace, it will immediately and 
unconditionally foreswear, disclose and remove or destroy all weapons of mass 
destruction. 


SOURCE: President Bush at United Nations General Assembly 2002 


COLIN POWELL: One of the most worrisome things that emerges from the thick 
intelligence file we have on Iraq’s biological weapons is the existence of mobile 
production facilities used to make biological agents. 


SOURCE: Colin Powell's Speech at the UN 2003 


CHENEY: He now is trying, through his illicit procurement network, to acquire the 
equipment he needs to be able to enrich uranium to make the bbmbs— 


RUSSERT: —Aluminum tubes. 


CHENEY: Specifically, aluminum tubes. There was a story in The New York Times this 
morning... 


SOURCE: Cheney on "Meet the Press" September 8, 2002 


RICE: The problem here is that there will always be some uncertainty about how 
quickly he can acquire nuclear weapons. But we don't want the smoking gun to be a 
mushroom cloud. 


SOURCE: Condoleezza Rice on CNN Late Edition with Wolf Blitzer September 8, 
2002 


As these drawings, based on their descriptions, show, we know what the fermenters look 
like. We know what the tanks, pumps, compressors and other parts look like. We know 
how they fit together. We know how they work. And we know a great deal about the 
platforms on which they are mounted. 


SOURCE: Colin Powell's Speech at the UN 2003 


BUSH: And my message to Saddam Hussein is that, for the sake of peace, for the sake 
of freedom, you must disarm like you said you would do. But my message to you all, 
and to the country, is this: for the sake of our future freedoms, and for the sake of world 
peace, if the United Nations can't act, and if Saddam Hussein won't act, the United 
States will lead a coalition of nations to disarm Saddam Hussein. 


SOURCE: Remarks by the President at South Dakota Welcome October 31, 2002 


As decades of after-the-fact journalism has exhaustively documented, every aspect of the "Weapons 
of Mass Destruction" story was a transparent and admitted lie. But it was a remarkably successful 


lie. Six months into the Iraq war, a stunning 82% of the American public believed that Saddam 
Hussein had "provided assistance" to Osama bin Laden and Al Qaeda, and 69% believed that 
Saddam was personally involved in the September 11th attacks. 


As the months wore on, however, it became harder to hide the fact that the mythical WMD stashes 
and mobile weapons labs and aluminum tubes that the public had been assured were keys to the 
"imminent threat" posed by Saddam's regime simply weren't there. Even the corporate press that 
had worked so hard to sell these lies to the public had to start pointing out the obvious: the Bush 
administration had lied in order to sell an illegal invasion of a sovereign country to the American 
public and to the people of the world. 


The neocons realized that a renewed effort was going to be needed to connect Iraq to the war on 
terror in order to keep the public on board with the war as the invasion of Iraq morphed into the 
occupation of Iraq. And, as always, the Al Qaeda threat would serve the purpose of terrifying the 
public into rallying once again behind their government. The fact that Iraq and Al Qaeda were 
mortal enemies might have been an insurmountable obstacle to anyone concerned with the truth. 
But these were neocons. Their logic was simple: if the Al Qaeda bogeyman didn't exist in Iraq, they 
would have to create it. So that's exactly what they did. 


Founded in Jordan in 1999, even the official history of the terrorist organization that became known 
as "Al Qaeda in Iraq" acknowledges that the group originally had nothing to do with either Al 
Qaeda or Iraq. Instead, its founder, Ahmed al-Khalaylah, was a Jordanian militant whose terror cell 
Jama'at al-Tawhid wal-Jihad, or "Congregation of Monotheism and Jihad," was dedicated to the 
overthrow of the Jordanian monarchy. 


Like many of the figures in the Al Qaeda story, the biography of al-Khalaylah is not that of a devout 
Muslim, let alone a dedicated jihadi. A high school dropout, al-Khalaylah was known for drunken 
brawls and drug dealing and was jailed for sexual assualt before going to Afghanistan to join the 
Mujahideen in 1989, just as the Soviets were leaving. From there, the story of this soon-to-be-feared 
terrorist leader tells us he returned to Jordan "a few years later," founded a terror cell known as Jund 
al-Sham that attracted the attention of the authorities, and was sent to prison in 1992 where he 
"adopted more radical Islamic beliefs." 


After his release from the Jordanian prison in 1999, he immediately became involved in a new plot 
to bomb the Radisson SAS Hotel in Amman and several tourist sites in Jordan just before New 
Year's Day 2000. The plot was foiled, and al-Khalaylah fled through Pakistan to Afghanistan, 
where, we are told, he met with bin Laden and other Al Qaeda leaders, with whose assistance he set 
up a terrorist training camp for Jordanian militants in Herat. 


Joining the resistance to the US invasion after 9/11 and adopting the nom de guerre Abu Musab al- 
Zarqawi, he fled to Iran in January 2002. His whereabouts and activities during 2002 are "difficult 
to pin down" but "Western and Arab intelligence agencies" assured The Washington Post that, 
despite being a known terror operative and wanted by numerous governments, Zarqawi, like many 
other Al Qaeda figures, "moved frequently and with relative ease among Iran, Syria, Lebanon and 
Iraq, expanding his network." 


Then, in 2003, still a relative unknown even within the world of militant jihad, Zarqawi turned up in 
Baghdad, where he was catapulted to international infamy not by his actions, nor by the promotion 
of Osama bin Laden or other jihadis, but by the US government. 


POWELL: But what I want to bring to your attention today is the potentially much 
more sinister nexus between Iraq and the al-Qaida terrorist network, a nexus that 
combines classic terrorist organizations and modern methods of murder. Iraq today 
harbors a deadly terrorist network headed by Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, an associate and 
collaborator of Usama bin Laden and his al-Qaida lieutenants. 


SOURCE: Remarks to the United Nations Security Council 


The remarks, delivered during Colin Powell's infamous speech justifying the forthcoming invasion 
of Iraq to the UN Security Council in February of 2003, were—like most of the specific accusations 
in the address—demonstrably false. Zarqawi was a relative nobody in Iraq at the time; the CIA later 
admitted there was no evidence that Hussein had been "harboring" him; and his group was not, in 
fact, affiliated with Al Qaeda when Powell made his speech. 


Nevertheless, these falsehoods started to become true after the spotlight of attention was showered 
on Zarqawi by the US State Department. 


Attacks attributed to or claimed by Zarqawi were relatively few, but received inordinate amounts of 
attention from the international press. These attacks were often designed to inflame Shia/Sunni 
hatred, thus turning resistance to the occupation into a full-on sectarian conflict that tore the country 
to its roots. 


And in 2004, Zarqawi—who, we are told, calculated that attaching the Al Qaeda brand name to his 
group would give it more caché in the jihadi world—pledged his allegiance to Osama bin Laden 
and received the Al Qaeda title "Emir of Al Qaeda in the Country of Two Rivers." The specter of Al 
Qaeda in Iraq—just another cynical and calculated lie when used by Powell to justify the Iraq 
invasion—had become a reality. 


What resulted from this US government-promoted character was a career so remarkable that it 
could only be believed in a Hollywood action movie. . . or a history of Al Qaeda. 


In 2004, after being allegedly caught and freed by Iraqi security forces in the Fallujah area because 
"they didn't realize who he was," Zarqawi was then reportedly killed in an American bombing raid 
in northern Iraq in March before pledging his allegiance to Osama and officially joining Al Qaeda 

in October. 


In 2005, Zarqawi was, according to various sources: arrested in Baakuba in January; left "seriously 
injured, possibly dead" after a US-led offensive in May; evacuated to a neighbouring country "with 
the help of doctors from the Arab Peninsula and the Sudan"; killed in fighting in Ramadi in June 
and buried in Fallujah; and killed again in a terrorist bombing in Mosul in November. 


This remarkable career finally came to an end when, we were told, Zarqawi had been killed yet 
again (and presumably for good) in June of 2006. 


MILITARY BRIEFER: The lead aircraft is going to engage it here momentarily with a 
500-pound bomb on the target. 


ROSS CAMERON: Two bombs dropped by an American F-16 strike home. A house 
outside Baqubah, north of Baghdad, is flattened. Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, the leader of 
Al Qaeda in Iraq and one of the world's most wanted men, has been eliminated. 


Iraqi police, who've lost hundreds of comrades in attacks blamed on Zarqawi, are 
celebrating. The White House is relieved. 


BUSH: Now Zarqawi has met his end and this violent man will never murder again. 


SOURCE: Al-Qaeda's Iraqi leader al-Zarqawi has been killed 


But not everyone believed that this final account of Zarqawi's death was the true one. Rather than 
simply mistakes in reporting, other members of the Iraqi resistance insisted that Zarqawi had in fact 
been killed early on in the US invasion and that his name was simply being used to create an excuse 
for the continued American occupation of the country. 


Sheikh Jawad Al-Khalessi, a noted Shiite imam in Baghdad, was quoted in Le Monde as saying: 


I don't think Abu Musab al-Zarqawi exists. He died in Northern Iraq at the beginning of 
the war (his family even conducted a funeral ceremony in Jordan). Since then, his name 
has been nothing but a toy, an excuse used by Americans to stay in Iraq. 


Al-Khalessi was not the only one with his doubts about Zarqawi's true nature. The Project on 
Defense Alternatives of the Commonwealth Institute in Massachusetts released a report in 2004 
excoriating the US government for its propaganda attempting to portray Zarqawi as a terrorist 
leader in Iraq: 


The evidence offered to support the administration's assessment of Zarqawi as a driver 
of the Iraqi insurgency and top lieutenant of bin Laden is reminiscent, in form and 
substance, of the spurious evidence regarding Iraq weapons of mass destruction. Indeed, 
some of the sources may be the same. 


Similarly, The Financial Times, The Telegraph, Knight Ridder Newspapers, The Los Angeles Times 
and Newsweek all published stories in 2004 calling various aspects of the Zarqawi myth into 


question. 


A report in The Telegraph in 2006 called him "a figurehead around whom dissident groups in Iraq 
were rallying, rather than an elusive fighter directing military operations," noting that "the more the 
Americans blamed al-Zarqawi for terrorist atrocities, the greater his credibility on the Arab street," 
and quoting an "unnamed Sunni insurgent leader" as calling Zarqawi "an American, Israeli and 
Iranian agent who is trying to keep our country unstable so that the Sunnis will keep facing 
occupation." 


According to The Atlantic, even Osama bin Laden himself "suspected that the group of Jordanian 
prisoners with whom al-Zarqawi had been granted amnesty [in 1998] had been infiltrated by 
Jordanian intelligence." 


And then, right before he was reported dead for the last time, skeptics of the Zarqawi narrative were 
proven right in a remarkable fashion. On April 9, 2006, The Washington Post published proof in the 
form of internal military documents that the US government had played up the myth of Zarqawi and 
Al Qaeda in Iraq as part of a psychological operations campaign: 


The US military is conducting a propaganda campaign to magnify the role of the leader 
of Al Qaeda in Iraq, according to internal military documents and officers familiar with 
the program. [. . .] For the past two years, US military leaders have been using Iraqi 
media and other outlets in Baghdad to publicize Zarqawi's role in the insurgency. The 


documents explicitly list the 'U.S. Home Audience’ as one of the targets of a broader 
propaganda campaign. 


In case there was any doubt that the propaganda campaign was targeted at Americans, the program 
included the Pentagon "selectively leaking" a letter to a US reporter purported to be written by 
Zarqawi and boasting of his role in the wave of suicide attacks terrorizing Iraq. The letter was 
dutifully covered by The New York Times even though there were serious questions about whether it 
was real at all. 


The Washington Post exposé quotes an internal briefing document produced by US military 
headquarters in Iraq revealing that US military chief spokesman Brig. Gen. Mark Kimmitt boasted 
that "[t]he Zarqawi PSYOP program is the most successful information campaign to date." 


And then, two months after these explosive revelations, Zarqawi was reported dead for the last time, 
a character written out of the script once his value as a propaganda construct was exhausted. 


With Zarqawi out of the picture, something else would would be required to keep the American 
public, and the people of the world, invested in the War on Terror. The main villain in the battle 
would have to return. Thankfully for the US government, Osama bin Laden was only too happy to 
oblige. 


From the time of his miraculous "escape" from Tora Bora on, the outside world only knew Osama 
bin Laden from his occasional video releases. 


The most infamous of these productions was a video released to the public by the US Defense 
Department on December 13, 2001. Supposedly "obtained in Afghanistan during the search of a 
private home in Jalalabad" after anti-Taliban forces moved in to the city, the tape, we are told, "bore 
a label indicating it was made on November 9" and "shows bin Laden sitting on the floor in a bare 
room in a house in Kandahar" with "several other men, including two aides and an unidentified 
cleric, or Sheikh." Most importantly, it contains—according to the Pentagon-provided subtitles that 
were added to the video before its distribution to the press—bin Laden's confession to planning the 
9/11 attacks. 


"We had notification since the previous Thursday that the event would take place that day," the US 
government translation has bin Laden saying. "We calculated in advance the number of casualties 
from the enemy who would be killed based on the position of the tower." 


The press release provided by the Pentagon noted that, due to the poor quality of the tape, they were 
not able to produce a verbatim transcript, but that their translation "does convey the messages and 
information flow" of the conversation, an answer that was apparently good enough for the White 
House press corps. 


REPORTER: Ari, on the bin Laden video that the government released last week, can 
you offer assurances that the omissions in the government-supplied translation were not 
deliberate? 


ARI FLEISCHER: Mark, I think Secretary Rumsfeld addressed that very eloquently 
earlier today, when he said, number one, this tape doesn't change anything—or, this 
translation doesn't change anything about the facts in the case. The Department of 
Defense translators worked very diligently on a very short timetable to put together a 
faithful translation and that's what they did. And if you note on the cover note of what 
the Department of Defense put out, they wrote "due to the quality of the original tape, it 


is not a verbatim transcript of every word spoken during the meeting; but does convey 
the messages and information flow." 


So I think what you saw was the very best effort possible and, as the Secretary said 
about the translation of Arabic, it's not a precise art that is agreed to by every translator. 


SOURCE: White House Daily Press Briefing — December 13, 2001 


But this answer was not sufficient for the foreign press. The following week, German TV channel 
Das Erste broadcast an edition of their investigate program, "Monitor," in which they hired their 
own independent translators to check the Pentagon's transcript of the tape. The report calls the 
Pentagon translation "very problematic," noting that "at the most important places where it is held 
to prove the guilt of bin Laden, it is not identical with the Arabic." 


Translator Dr. Murad Alami, for instance, found that in the sentence "We calculated in advance the 
number of casualties from the enemy," the words "in advance" had simply been inserted by the US 
government translators. Those words did not appear on the tape. Similarly, the word "previous" in 
"We had notification since the previous Thursday," was never said, and the subsequent statement 
that an event would take place on that day cannot be heard in the original Arabic version. 


The Monitor report concludes that the Pentagon translation of Osama bin Laden's supposed 
confession tape—deliberately adding words in key passages to make it sound like a confession— 
was not only inaccurate but actually manipulative. As Gernot Rotter, a professor of Islamic and 
Arabic Studies at the Asia-Africa Institute at the University of Hamburg, states in the report: "The 
American translators who listened to the tapes and transcribed them apparently wrote a lot of things 
in that they wanted to hear but that cannot be heard on the tape no matter how many times you 
listen to it." 


The startling revelation that the Osama bin Laden confession tape was not a confession tape at all— 
aired on Germany's premiere public broadcaster and widely discussed in the German press—was 
never reported in the US. 


That video was followed in short order by a 30-minute video of a visibly gaunt and graying Osama 
bin Laden delivering what appears to be a last message to the Arab world. Released on December 
27, 2001, and presumably recorded during the fight at Tora Bora, bin Laden comments on his own 
mortality: "God willing, America's end is near. And it doesn't depend on my continued existence. 
Whether Osama is killed or not, the awakening has begun." In the 30-minute video, bin Laden does 
not move his left arm at all and appears visibly weak. 


Interested at that moment in turning the public's attention away from Osama bin Laden and toward 
the next front in the War on Terror, Iraq, the Bush administration dismissed the video as "sick 
propaganda possibly designed to mask the fact the Al Qaeda leader was already dead." 


"He could have made the video and then ordered that it be released in the event of his death," The 
Telegraph quoted one White House aide as saying. "The guy is trying to show he's untouched by the 
US bombing but he looks under pressure to me." 


Recorded months after his reported journey to Rawalpindi for kidney dialysis, this video would not 
be the first or the last time that Osama bin Laden would be reported as dead or dying. Like Abu 


Musab al-Zarqawi, bin Laden was also reported dead on several occasions in the ensuing years, 
including: 


e on December 26, 2001, when it was reported that Osama bin Laden had died from a serious 
lung complication in Tora Bora; 

e on January 18, 2002, when Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf told CNN: "I think now, 
frankly, he is dead for the reason he is a... kidney patient"; 

e in September 2006, when French intelligence leaked a report suggesting bin Laden had died 
of typhoid fever in Pakistan; 

e and in March 2009, when former US foreign intelligence officer Angelo Codevilla stated: 
“All the evidence suggests Elvis Presley is more alive today than Osama bin Laden.” 


But, also like Zarqawi, none of these reported deaths stopped the Osama bin Laden character from 
reappearing on the TV screens of a traumatized public to remind them of the importance of the 
ongoing war on terror. 


What followed in the ensuing years was a series of video and audio releases of questionable 
provenance, often reported in carefully worded turns of phrase that gave the press plausible 
deniability as to whether or not the recordings really were of Osama bin Laden. A message aired on 
Al Jazeera in February 2003, for instance, was reported by the BBC as "a poor quality audio 
recording in which a man's voice, identified as bin Laden's, is heard calling for suicide attacks 
against Americans and resistance to any attack on Iraq." 


The recordings were often mundane. An April 2006 audio message of a speaker "believed to be 
Osama bin Laden" called on Muslims to "prepare for a long war" in Sudan. A January 2010 audio 
message warned of the dangers of climate change. "Talk about climate change is not an ideological 
luxury but a reality," the speaker, purportedly bin Laden, told his fellow jihadis. 


Other recordings appeared at opportune times for the planners of the war on terror, catapulting the 
terror threat back into the public consciousness just when questions about that narrative were 
beginning to emerge. 


The 2004 US presidential election contest between George Bush and John Kerry, for instance, 
featured an unusual "October surprise": a new Osama bin Laden videotape in which the terror 
mastermind appears to claim responsibility for 9/11 and to warn the American public of future 
strikes. 


ANNOUNCER: This is the CBS Evening News with Dan Rather reporting from CBS 
News Headquarters in New York. 


DAN RATHER: Good evening. With just four days left in the presidential campaign, 
Osama bin Laden suddenly dropped himself right in the middle of it with a videotaped 
message to the people of the United States. The fugitive Al Qaeda leader admits for the 
first time that he indeed ordered the September 11th attack on America, he lays out his 
reasons for it and he threatens another attack. 


This tape tends to confirm that bin Laden is alive and well safely somewhere. President 
Bush responded by saying the United States will not be intimidated. Senator Kerry said 


the country is united in its determination to hunt bin Laden down. 


SOURCE: CBS Evening News - October 29, 2004 


And then again, in September 2007, just days before General David Petraeus was set to deliver his 
report to Congress on the controversial "surge" in Iraq and just days before the sixth anniversary of 
9/11, there was Osama bin Laden to remind the public of the ever-present terror threat. 


CHARLES GIBSON: Just days before the sixth anniversary of 9/11, the man 
responsible for the death and horror that day is coming out of the shadows with a new 
videotape and more invective aimed at the United States. He lectures Americans on 
everything from religion to politics to taxes. No overt threats, but authorities are looking 
at whether the tape contains any signal to indicate a future attack. 


SOURCE: ABC World News Tonight With Charles Gibson In Kansas City, MO, 
September 7, 2007 


Capitalizing on the conveniently timed video release, President Bush was quick to cite it as 
evidence that Al Qaeda was connected to the war in Iraq and that the increasingly unpopular war— 
now generally understood to have been an illegal invasion waged on false pretenses—was in fact an 
essential part of the war on terror. 


BUSH: I found it interesting that on the tape, Iraq was mentioned, which is a reminder 
that Iraq is a part of this war against extremists. 


SOURCE: Remarks Following a Meeting With Prime Minister Shinzo Abe of 
Japan in Sydney, Australia 


But buried beneath the attention-grabbing headlines and substance-less soundbites with which the 
media covered this release, troubling questions began to arise about the nature of the video. The 
aging, weary, gaunt, graying and partially paralyzed Osama bin Laden of 2001 was gone, replaced 
by a visibly younger and healthier man, despite having numerous health problems and despite 
having presumably spent the better part of a decade on the run as the world's most wanted man. 


Sporting jet black hair and what many media commentators pointed out looked like a fake beard, 
the figure on the screen seems to be moving in an unrealistic way. Bizarrely, the video freezes at the 
1-minute-and-58-second mark while the audio continues. The image remains frozen for most of the 
video message, only resuming briefly around the 12-minute mark. What's more, all of the references 
to current events—those parts referenced in passing on the evening news as "proving that Osama is 
still alive"—take place during the times when the video is frozen. 


In fact, the video proved so unusual that media commentators had to go out of their way to assure 
their viewers that it was indeed real. 


GIBSON: Our chief investigative correspondent, Brian Ross, joins me again tonight 
from New York. Brian? 


BRIAN ROSS: Charlie, US authorities say tonight there is no doubt the tape is 
authentic. It is bin Laden, black beard and all. 


SOURCE: ABC World News Tonight With Charles Gibson In Kansas City, MO, 
September 7, 2007 


Perhaps the strangest part of the video, however, was the manner in which it was released to the 
public. The video, it turns out, was not released by Al Qaeda, but by the US government. 


The month after the video's release it was reported that the video had originally been "intercepted" 
by SITE Intelligence Group, described as "one of several small, commercial intelligence firms that 
specialize in intercepting al-Qaeda's internet communications, often by clandestine means." 


According to The Washington Post: 


SITE founder Rita Katz told The Post that her company covertly obtained an early copy 
of a bin Laden video message in early September, then shared the video with senior 
administration officials on Sept. 7 on the condition that it not be distributed or made 
public before its official release. Soon afterward, the video was downloaded by dozens 
of computers registered to government agencies. Within hours, SITE's copy of the video 
was leaked to television news networks and broadcast worldwide. 


It was not explained how SITE had "obtained an early copy" of an Osama bin Laden video, but it 
was far from the only time that mysteriously well-connected internet researchers had unexplained 
exclusive access to Al Qaeda video productions. Researchers and companies who supposedly 
scooped the intelligence agencies by "discovering" and publishing Al Qaeda messages (sometimes 
even ahead of Al Qaeda itself) included: 


SITE, or the "Search for International Terrorist Entities," whose promotional materials 
touted the company's "one-of-a-kind access" to "messages, videos, and advance warnings of 
suicide bombings" from "the most hard-to-reach corners of violent online extremist 
communities," whose clientele included leading media outlets and even government 
agencies, and whose founder, Rita Katz, was born in Iraq to a wealthy Jewish businessman 
father who was convicted of spying for Israel in 1969 in a military tribunal and executed in a 
public hanging (which, we are told, Katz did not think had much bearing on her work) and 
who, despite not having any intelligence connections herself, found a job allowing her to 
search for terrorists online shortly after moving to New York in the 1990s; 

"Laura Mansfield," a pseudonymous South Carolina housewife who—despite being a self- 
described "mom sitting here in her dining room typing away on my computer"—is fluent in 
Arabic, who likes to "monitor" jihadi message boards and chat rooms, and who—with no 
special training or connections to the world of terror or espionage—was consistently able to 
find and publicize Al Qaeda videos before anyone else, including: a "2007" video of Osama 
bin Laden that, it was quickly discovered, was actually a five-year-old video that had already 
been previously released but reported as "new" by the credulous mainstream press; and 
multiple releases featuring "Azzam the American," a.k.a. Adam Pearlman, the Jewish 
Californian whose grandfather was a board member of the Anti-Defamation League and 
who, we are told, converted to Islam with a single internet post and was quickly recruited by 
Al Qaeda to serve as "translator, video producer, and cultural interpreter" for their media 
committee; 


ADAM GADAHN: All you who believe, fight the unbelievers who are closest in 
proximity to you and let them find harshness in you. And know that Allah is with those 
who fear him. 


SOURCE: Al Qaeda: Hoax 


e and IntelCenter, a company described as "a private contractor working for intelligence 


agencies" and headed by Ben Venzke—the former Director of Intelligence Special Projects 
at iDefense, where he worked alongside people like Jim Melnick, a psychological operations 


specialist who served sixteen years in the US Army and the Defense Intelligence Agency— 
that similarly supplied the US government and media with Al Qaeda videos released by As- 
Sahab, the terror group's media production arm, and somehow exclusively obtained by this 
private contractor in Virginia. 


The public had good reason to question the reality of these suspiciously timed and mysteriously 
sourced audio and video recordings. 


In 1999, William Arkin wrote a piece for The Washington Post called "When Seeing and Hearing 
Isn't Believing" in which he reported on the digital morphing technologies that were then being 
worked on by research teams at Los Alamos National Laboratory in New Mexico and elsewhere. He 
reported on one demonstration of this technology—a fake recording of Gen. Carl W. Steiner, former 
Commander-in-Chief, US Special Operations Command, announcing "Gentlemen! We have called 
you together to inform you that we are going to overthrow the United States government." The fake 
audio was so impressive that General Steiner asked for a copy. Another demonstration involved 
Colin Powell announcing that he was being well treated by his captors. 


"Digital morphing — voice, video, and photo — has come of age, available for use in 
psychological operations. PSYOPS, as the military calls it, seek to exploit human 
vulnerabilities in enemy governments, militaries and populations to pursue national and 
battlefield objectives. [. . .] Being able to manufacture convincing audio or video, they 
say, might be the difference in a successful military operation or coup." 


The technology continued to feature in PSYOPS planning as the war of terror dragged on. In 2003, 
the CIA Iraq Operations Group came up with a "wacky idea" for discrediting Saddam Hussein in 
the eyes of his people: to create a video purporting to show the Iraqi dictator having sex with a 
teenage boy. Amazingly, Stein also confirmed that the CIA did make a fake video of Osama bin 
Laden: 


The agency actually did make a video purporting to show Osama bin Laden and his 
cronies sitting around a campfire swigging bottles of liquor and savoring their conquests 
with boys, one of the former CIA officers recalled, chuckling at the memory. 


But as successful as these information operations and Al Qaeda media releases were in keeping the 
terror threat in the minds of the public, the neocons directing this war of terror were going to need 
much more than that to meet their objectives. The war on terror, launched in Afghanistan and waged 
in Iraq, was never meant to end there. 


BUSH: The other strain of radicalism in the Middle East is Shi'a extremism, supported 
and embodied by the regime that sits in Tehran. Iran has long been a source of trouble in 
the region. It is the world's leading state sponsor of terrorism. 


[eal 
Iran's actions threaten the security of nations everywhere. And that is why the United 


States is rallying friends and allies around the world to isolate the regime, to impose 
economic sanctions. We will confront this danger, before it is too late. 


SOURCE: Remarks at the American Legion National Convention in Reno, Nevada 


But getting the public—already weary of the years-long struggle in Afghanistan and increasingly 
disillusioned with the debacle in Irag—on board with the invasion of yet another country was going 
to be difficult unless another spectacular terror event came along to justify opening up yet another 
front in the war on terror. And, if the terror bogeyman was not willing to provide such a 
justification, the neocons were once again ready and willing to create it. 


FAIZ SHAKIR: What you're writing there is that Cheney—there was a meeting in the 
White House where Cheney presided over looking to cook up the next war, a false war 
based on false intelligence! 


Cal 


SEYMOUR HERSH: There was a dozen ideas proffered about how to trigger a war. 
The one that interested me the most was why don't we build - we in our shipyard - build 
four or five boats that look like Iranian PT boats. Put Navy SEALs on them with a lot of 
arms. And next time one of our boats goes to the Straits of Hormuz, start a shoot-up. 
Might cost some lives and it was rejected, because you can't have Americans killing 
Americans. But that that's the level of stuff we were talking about. Provocation. 


SOURCE: Cheney Plans to Blow Up Americans 


Seymour Hersh was not the only one warning about the possibility of the Bush White House staging 
a terror event in the waning days of its administration to trigger a bold new escalation with Iran. 
Even Zbigniew Brzezinski—whose involvement in Operation Cyclone started the American 
involvement in Afghanistan that led to the creation of Al Qaeda in the first place—warned the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 2007 that a military provocation or terrorist act whose 
origin "would be very difficult to trace" could be staged and blamed on Tehran in order to justify 
US military action on Iran. 


BRZEZINSKI: A plausible scenario for a military collision with Iran involves Iraqi 
failure to meet the benchmarks followed by accusations of the Iranian responsibility for 
the failure, then by some provocation in Iraq or a terrorist act in the United States 
blamed on Iran, culminating in a "defensive" US military action against Iran that 
plunges a lonely America into a spreading and deepening quagmire eventually ranging 
across Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan and Pakistan. 


SOURCE: Zbigniew Brzezinski: Transcript of Testimony to the Senate Foreign 


Relations Committee 


But the neocons—suffering from plummeting approval ratings, mounting domestic difficulties and 
the ramifications of a global financial crisis—no longer had the political capital to stage terror 
events and garner public approval for their agenda. By 2008, after seven long years in the grip of 
the existential threat that they were told was the basis for a generation-defining, civilizational 
struggle with no end in sight, the American public was getting tired. They didn't want the neocons 
and their endless war on terror. They were hoping for change. 


Luckily for them, that's precisely what the 2008 US presidential election seemed to offer. 


The public was ready for change. In fact, the idea of a shift from the bellicose, belligerent, 
aggressive foreign policy and the war on terror rhetoric of the neocons to the promised hope and 
change of the Obama administration was so enticing that not only did Obama win the 2008 election, 


he also won over the world at large. So excited were people for the prospect of peace that the Nobel 
Peace Prize committee decided to bestow their 2009 prize on Obama before he had taken a single 
substantive action in office. 


THORBJORN JAGLUND: Good morning. Den Norske Nobelkomite har bestemt at 
Nobels fredspris for 2009 skal tildeles president Barack Obama for hans ekstraordinere 
innsats for a styrke internasjonalt diplomati og mellomfolkelig samarbeid. 


SOURCE: 2009 Nobel Peace Prize Announcement 


Those not swept up in the hope and change delirium were quick to point out that the committee had 
made a mistake in handing a peace prize to a president still actively involved in military 
engagements. What not even his most cynical critics seemed prepared for, however, was the idea 
that Obama would not only continue the Bush administration's war on terror but that he would 
greatly expand it. From the two-front war in Afghanistan and Iraq under Bush, Obama would 
ultimately lead the war of terror into seven countries. 


One of Obama's first moves in office was to oversee a dramatic escalation in Afghanistan, a "troop 
surge" that was meant to resolve the security issues in the country but actually exacerbated them, 
finally leading to the dramatic downfall of the US-backed regime and the reinstallation of the 
Taliban in 2021. And, as we shall see, despite promising a swift resolution to the war in Iraq, not 
only was the handover of authority to the Iraqi government delayed as long as legally possible but 
the US was ultimately drawn in again as the terror group that they fostered led to a battle against the 
Islamic State. 


But the newly revitalized war on terror—now given new cover by a smiling, peace-prizing-winning, 
softer-spoken Commander-in-Chief—did not end there. 


Obama oversaw the expansion of Bush's drone war into Pakistan: 


ANCHOR: US President Barack Obama, meanwhile, has admitted for the first time 
that drones are regularly striking Taliban and Al Qaeda targets in Pakistan's tribal areas. 


SOURCE: Obama defends illegal drone attacks 


OBAMA: I want to make sure that people understand actually drones have not caused a 
huge number of civilian casualties. For the most part, they have been very precise, 
precision strikes against Al Qaeda and their affiliates. 


SOURCE: Your Interview with the President - 2012 


He led the "kinetic military action" in Libya against previous war on terror ally Moammar Gaddafi: 


OBAMA: Good afternoon, everybody. Today I authorized the Armed Forces of the 
United States to begin a limited military action in Libya in support of an international 
effort to protect Libyan civilians. That action has now begun. 


SOURCE: President Obama Authorizes Limited Military Action in Libya 


He began the decade-long attempt to overthrow previous war on terror ally Bashar al-Assad in 
Syria: 


OBAMA: My policy from the beginning has been that President Assad had lost 
credibility, that he attacked his own people, has killed his own people, unleashed a 
military against innocent civilians, and that the only way to bring stability and peace to 
Syria is going to be for Assad to step down and to move forward on a political 
transition. 


SOURCE: Obama: Assad Must Step Down for Syrian Peace 


He waged war in Yemen along with the Saudi government, who had supported and fostered terror 
groups in the region for years: 


AMY GOODMAN: Documents obtained by Reuters show the US government is 
concerned it could be implicated in potential war crimes in Yemen because of its 
support for a Saudi-led coalition air campaign. The Obama administration has continued 
to authorize weapons sales to Saudi Arabia despite warnings last year from government 
lawyers that it might be considered a co-belligerent under international law. 


SOURCE: U.S.-Backed Saudi Forces Bomb Yemeni Funeral 


And he extended the "Authorization for Use of Military Force"—the legislation passed in the wake 
of 9/11 authorizing the president to "use all necessary and appropriate force" against those nations, 
organizations or persons he determines "planned, authorized, committed or aided" that attack—to 
include Al-Shabaab in Somalia. 


JOHN KERRY: The United States, obviously, has been engaged in helping Somalia 
fight back against tribal terror and the challenges to the cohesion of the state of Somalia. 
And the President and his allies have really done an amazing job of fighting back and 
building a state structure. 


SOURCE: Secretary Kerry Delivers Remarks With Somali President Mohamud 


But although these escalations appeared to be a mere continuation of the War on Terror that was 
sold to the public in the wake of 9/11, they were not. In fact, it quickly became apparent that a 
remarkable transition had begun to occur. Al Qaeda, the ultimate face of evil and the undisputed 
enemy in the grand terror war narrative, were now the "good guys"—or at least serviceable allies— 
in the fight against the next target in the war of terror. 


This unbelievable turnaround had in fact begun during the Bush administration, when the neocons 
had started to set their sites on Iran. Being predominately Shiite, Iran is in fact the enemy of the 
radical Wahabbis and Salafist Muslims that populate the ranks of Al Qaeda and other Sunni terror 
groups. In targeting Iran, the US—like the British Empire before them—found it convenient to 
switch allegiances, arming, funding and promoting the very radicals they had just been at war with 
in order to defeat their enemy of the moment. 


As Seymour Hersh reported in 2007: 


In the past few months, as the situation in Iraq has deteriorated, the Bush 
Administration, in both its public diplomacy and its covert operations, has significantly 
shifted its Middle East strategy. The “redirection,” as some inside the White House have 
called the new strategy, has brought the United States closer to an open confrontation 
with Iran and, in parts of the region, propelled it into a widening sectarian conflict 
between Shiite and Sunni Muslims. 


To undermine Iran, which is predominantly Shiite, the Bush Administration has decided, 
in effect, to reconfigure its priorities in the Middle East. [. . .] A byproduct of these 
activities has been the bolstering of Sunni extremist groups that espouse a militant 
vision of Islam and are hostile to America and sympathetic to Al Qaeda. 


As Hersh detailed in his articles on "The Redirection" and "Preparing the Battlefield," and as other 
mainstream sources eventually corroborated, this "shift in Middle East strategy" by the Bush 
administration included: 


e supporting Fatah al-Islam—a militant Islamic fighting force led by a "former associate of 
Abu Musab al-Zarqawi" dedicated to "spreading the ideology of Al Qaeda"—in their 
struggle against Iranian ally (and Israeli enemy) Hezbollah; 

e providing covert funds to the Mujahedin-e-Khalq, a strange cult-of-personality that, as a 
violent group of radicals that participated in bombings inside Iran and even aided Mossad in 
assassinating Iranian scientists, was not merely lauded by the US but openly promoted at 
gala events by neocons and their fellow-travellers; 

e secretly backing "opposition groups" in Syria, one of Iran's most important regional allies; 

e and "supplying money and weapons" to Jundullah, a group with "close ties to Al Qaeda" 
(including reportedly being at one time headed by alleged "9/11 mastermind" Khalid Sheikh 
Mohammed) that "conducted raids into Iran from bases in Pakistan" with covert CIA 
assistance. 


That these operations would have started under Bush and the neocons came as little surprise to 
those who knew anything about the real nature of the so-called war on terror. That they would be 
continued and even expanded under Obama, the Ambassador of Hope and Change, was more 
surprising to those who did not yet grasp the true scale and scope of this war. 


No, the substance of the Bush redirection did not change under Obama, only the tone and flavour of 
that policy changed. Obama did not win multiple advertising awards for his 2008 Hope and Change 
election campaign for nothing. As a shrewd salesman of an unpopular agenda, he knew that to get 
the public on board with such a radical shift in objectives, he was going to need an equally radical 
event to take place to tie a bow on the Osama bin Laden narrative and redirect the public's attention. 


And, on May 2, 2011, that event occurred. 


OBAMA: Good evening. Tonight, I can report to the American people and to the world 
that the United States has conducted an operation that killed Osama bin Laden, the 
leader of Al Qaeda, and a terrorist who's responsible for the murder of thousands of 
innocent men, women, and children. 


SOURCE: Osama bin Laden Dead 


Codenamed Operation Neptune Spear, the mission to kill bin Laden involved a daring team of Navy 
SEALs flying two stealth-modified Black Hawk helicopters from the Jalalabad military base in 
Afghanistan through Pakistani air space straight to Abbottabad—the affluent military town where 
the world's most wanted man had evidently been living for years, evading the most comprehensive 
dragnet in history. Crash landing one of the choppers in the compound courtyard, a massive 
firefight broke out. The SEALs, clearing weapons stashes and barricades while fending off bin 
Laden's henchmen, made their way to the third-floor bedroom where the dastardly villain used one 
of his wives as a human shield. Shooting her in the leg to get her out of the way, the SEALs then 


managed to land two shots on their target, one hitting bin Laden in the head and the other in the 
chest—just as the terror kingpin was reaching for the gun he kept at the ready by his headboard. 


Making good their escape, the Navy SEAL heroes blew up their damaged helicopter while a 
standby chopper that had been prepared for the mission in case of an emergency flew in and 
whisked the remaining task force members out with bin Laden's body in tow. Returning to Bagram 
Air Base, bin Laden's body was immediately flown out to the USS Carl Vinson, where it was buried 
at sea in accordance with Islamic tradition. 


And just like that, it was done. Public Enemy number one, the face of the war on terror, was dead; 
slain by the valiant Navy SEALs in a daring operation that was broadcast in real time to the White 
House Situation Room, where the Commander-in-Chief of the War of Terror, Barack Obama, and 
his iron-willed cabinet of terror warriors watched with steely determination. 


Indeed, this was not the stuff of history books, no dry, dusty tale of some minor police action or 
military operation. It may not have been the grand showdown in the cave fortress that the public had 
been prepared for, but—befitting the comic book supervillain of the war on terror narrative—this 
was the stuff of Hollywood blockbusters. 


DEVGRU OPERATOR: Geronimo. For God and country. Geronimo. 
SOURCE: Zero Dark Thirty (2012) 


Yes, this was the stuff of Hollywood blockbusters. But, like a Hollywood blockbuster, the story of 
the raid was itself fiction. In fact, in the face of mild questioning by the generally deferential press, 
every single aspect of the confusing and often contradictory story that was told to the public in 
those euphoric hours after Obama's momentous announcement was proven to be a lie. 


There had been no firefight. 

Osama was not armed. 

He did not use his wife as a human shield. 

Burial at sea was not part of Islamic tradition. In fact, it was directly opposed to that tradition. 


Even the famous picture from the Situation Room was a lie; there had been no live video feed of the 
raid. 


But it wasn't just the details of the raid itself that had been a fabrication; the entire story of the 
decade-long manhunt for Osama, dramatized in Oscar-winning movies like Zero Dark Thirty and 
recounted in countless reports, books and tell-alls, proved to be similarly fraudulent. 


In fact, the story began to fall apart from the very moment it was told to the public. But while most 
of the press remained content to pick at the corners of the story, leaving the substance of the 
narrative intact, others dug deeper, looking for answers amid the confusing confluence of lies, 
obfuscations, cover-ups and contradictions that surrounded the raid. 


In a lengthy article for The London Review of Books in 2015 that—sourcing to unnamed, retired 
officials with no direct knowledge of the events recounted—was about as solidly sourced as the 
official account, Seymour Hersh alleged that, while bin Laden had indeed been killed in 
Abbottabad, he had in fact been living at the compound as a prisoner of the ISI for years and that 
every part of the official narrative of the raid—from the story of the "Al Qaeda courier" by which 


the CIA allegedly discovered the compound to the phony vaccination drive to collect bin Laden's 
DNA to the burial at sea—was in fact an element of an elaborate (and seemingly unnecessary) cover 
story to obscure that fact. 


In a piece for The Independent the year after the raid, Patrick Cockburn pointed out the inherent 
contradiction between early reports that the raid had uncovered a "treasure trove" of intelligence 
that "portrayed bin Laden as a spider at the centre of a conspiratorial web" and later admissions that 
he had had almost no contact with the outside world and was increasingly delusional about his 
organization and its capabilities. 


Others simply pointed out that, given this was at least the ninth occassion in which journalists, 
politicians, intelligence officials or others had pronounced Osama bin Laden dead, it was not to be 
believed without evidence. 


But that evidence was not forthcoming. Instead, the government went to extraordinary lengths to 
cover it up. All the files from the raid—including "copies of the death certificate and autopsy report 
for bin Laden as well as the results of tests to identify the body"—were deleted from the Pentagon's 
computers and transferred to the CIA, where they could be more carefully guarded from Freedom of 
Information Act requests. 


Pictures and video of the raid, including pictures of Osama bin Laden's dead body that—the public 
were told—may be released, were instead sealed away forever. 


At the time, all that was released were a few short videos of a man purported to be Osama bin 
Laden that—it was claimed—had been taken from the compound (although it was never explained 
why bin Laden would have poorly shot video of his back to the camera, watching himself on TV) 
and some salacious details about the records allegedly seized from the compound's computers—like 
the devout Muslim jihadi's predilection for porn—that seemed reminiscent of the CIA's previous 
"wacky ideas" for faking videos about Hussein and bin Laden. 


But CIA director Leon Panetta did leak classified details of the raid at a 2011 award ceremony 
attended by Mark Boal, the screenwriter who would go on to write and produce Zero Dark Thirty, 
the Hollywood dramatization of the manhunt for Osama that portrayed the official version of the 
raid on the silver screen and even falsely implied that the CIA's illegal torture program had been 
essential in helping to track down the terror kingpin. 


The full truth of what happened in Abbottabad, now obscured by lies, misinformation, selective 
"leaks," self-serving tell-alls and still-classified data will likely never see the light of day. But to the 
directors of the War of Terror, that is beside the point. Osama bin Laden had served his purpose as 
the villain in the terror war story. And, having served that purpose, he was being written out of the 
script. 


In the end, that was all Osama bin Laden had ever been: a character in the terror war drama. One so 
good that, if he didn't exist, they would have had to invent him. 


RATHER: Well, it's pretty obvious the judgment is coalescing around the president that 
it was Osama bin Laden. 


MILT BEARDEN: I know we live in a country where we're often told that the first 
thing that comes to your mind, put it down. Put the little mark in there. 


I feel slightly uncomfortable because I spent so many years wondering how the myth of 
Osama bin Laden got started. We have the Osama bin Laden who was the great war 
hero in Afghanistan. We have Osama bin Laden who was trained by CIA, funded and 
supported by CIA during three years of war. 


I was there at the same time bin Laden was there. He was not the great warrior that went 
in and fought the Soviet Union to a standstill. The CIA had nothing to do with him. 


I think that that mythological Osama bin Laden—never mind that he's an absolutely evil 
man—but the mythological Osama bin Laden causes me trouble, and I think maybe 
there is another answer out there. I'm not certain that I know what it is. 


ge 


RATHER: There's no question in my mind that you're skeptical that Osama bin Laden, 
aided and abetted or at least protected with the Taliban, should be the principal target of 
some large military operation. If I'm wrong, tell me now. 


BEARDEN: No, no, no. You're not wrong, Dan. [What] I'm saying is—let me step back 
one step on this and say Osama bin Laden is an evil man and he's a component of the 
terrorism that we're dealing with across the board. All I'm saying is that I think Osama 
bin Laden has become the metaphor for the entire problem of terrorism involving 
Muslims with perceived grievances against the United States and I think it would be 
wrong to say this is a one-size-fits-all operation and to go after bin Laden because an 
operation as sophisticated as carried out yesterday was an operation that was concealed 
from us for months, probably, before it took place. It happened without, essentially, a 
hitch, except for one aircraft. And there is no reason to believe that these same people 
weren't capable of covering their tracks somehow on the way out. 


Now, I would go so far as to say that this group who was responsible for that, if they 
didn't have an Osama bin Laden out there they'd invent one because he's a terrific 
diversion for the rest of the world. 


SOURCE: CBS Sept. 13, 2001 0:14 am - 0:56 am 


The death of Osama bin Laden may have ended one chapter in the War on Terror, but it was not the 
end of the story. In a key sense, that story would simply repeat, with the rise of Al Qaeda serving as 
a template that the terror war planners could draw upon as needed in their efforts to prolong their 
never-ending conflict indefinitely. 


The alignment with radical Islamists to achieve short-term geostrategic goals—a strategy refined by 
the British Empire over centuries of practice in the "Great Game" of global geopolitics and reaching 
its apotheosis with the US operation to arm the Afghan Mujahideen in the 1980s—was simply 
employed once again as the US led its NATO allies in a "humanitarian war" against Moammar 
Gaddafi in Libya. Former enemies in the war on terror, including veterans of the Iraq insurgency 
who had been killing American troops in Iraq, and even designated terrorists who had been rendered 
and tortured by the CIA, were now the good guys, helping to overthrow Gaddafi's government in 
Tripoli. 


That same story played out yet again in Syria, where the US and its regional allies once again made 
a deal with the devil, this time in the name of toppling the government of Bashar al-Assad. Arming 


the most radical elements of these terror groups with US-procured weapons and training them at a 
US joint operation base in Jordan, it was not long before the Bush-era "redirection" of the terror war 
was complete and Al Qaeda was now widely recognized as a convenient ally of the US in Syria. 


In 2012, Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) Senior Fellow Ed Husain wrote of "Al-Qaeda's 
Specter in Syria," noting that "The Syrian rebels would be immeasurably weaker today without Al 
Qaeda in their ranks." 


In 2014, a trio of foreign policy "experts" published a piece for the CFR on "The Good and Bad of 
Ahrar al-Sham: An Al Qaeda—Linked Group Worth Befriending." 


And in 2015, Barak Mendelsohn—writing in the pages of the same Foreign Affairs magazine in 
which Philip Zelikow and his co-authors had "predicted" the terror war—penned "Accepting Al 
Qaeda: The Enemy of the United States' Enemy," in which he argued: 


Since 9/11, Washington has considered Al Qaeda the greatest threat to the United States, 
one that must be eliminated regardless of cost or time. After Washington killed Osama 
bin Laden in 2011, it made Ayman Al-Zawahiri, Al Qaeda’s new leader, its next number 
one target. But the instability in the Middle East following the Arab revolutions and the 
meteoric rise of the Islamic State of Iraq and al-Sham (ISIS) require that Washington 
rethink its policy toward Al Qaeda, particularly its targeting of Zawahiri. Destabilizing 
Al Qaeda at this time may in fact work against U.S. efforts to defeat ISIS. 


In conclusion, Mendelson writes flatly: "It is certainly ironic that at this point, when the United 
States is the closest it has ever been to destroying Al Qaeda, its interests would be better served by 
keeping the terrorist organization afloat and Zawahiri alive." 


Such arguments, unthinkable during the bin Laden years, were suddenly not only thinkable but were 
being openly promoted in Beltway foreign policy think tank circles. That such a dramatic 
turnaround could even be considered, let alone advocated, so soon after the years-long propaganda 
campaign portraying Al Qaeda as an existential threat to the West is only surprising to those who 
were ignorant of the real history of Al Qaeda and the real origins of the terror war. 


To those who did know this history, the fact that those in the State Department's orbit were now 
openly calling for accommodation of and even alliance with Al Qaeda came as no surprise. And it 
similarly came as no surprise that this alliance led—exactly as it had in Afghanistan in the 1980s— 
to the rise of a new terror group: the Islamic State. 


Rising from the ashes of the same Al Qaeda in Iraq that had been led by Abu Musab al-Zarqawi— 
the US military's self-proclaimed "most successful information campaign to date"—the Islamic 
State rose to international prominence in 2014 when it captured Raqqa in Syria and began a 
campaign that saw it take over Mosul and Tikrit in northern Iraq before announcing the 
establishment of a caliphate. 


As a convenient justification for reengaging the American military in Iraq and as another excuse for 
military intervention in Syria, it was only later that the truth began to emerge: not only had the US 
armed and trained these very ISIS fighters that they were now engaged in mortal struggle with and 
not only had the US' own Defense Intelligence Agency precisely predicted the rise of an Islamic 
State in this area of Syria and Iraq two years before it happened, but US-led forces repeatedly stood 
down as ISIS convoys moved unimpeded, allowing them to take Ramadi in 2015 and allowing a 


convoy of stranded ISIS fighters to return home in 2017. 


The career of the group's new leader, Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi, followed the now-familiar terror 
bogeyman pattern. Like his predecessor Zarqawi, Baghdadi was pronounced dead, alive, arrested, 
dead and alive again so often that news of his actions quickly descended into farce. Detained by US 
forces at Camp Bucca in Iraq in 2004, he was reportedly arrested again in March 2007 and killed in 
May of that year before being arrested yet again in 2009 and killed yet again in 2010, at which point 
even The Times was forced to concede, "The arrest or death of Mr. Baghdadi, the insurgent fighter, 
has been reported so many times that it has become a macabre joke." 


But he was not done yet. 


He was reported to have died in an Israeli hospital in April of 2015, then killed in an airstrike in 
October 2015 and killed again by the Russians in June 2017 before the Syrian Observatory For 
Human Rights released a statement insisting he "Really Is Dead This Time" in July 2017. Yet still 
he continued to reappear, reliably resurrected in the headlines of the establishment press to terrorize 
the public as needed until the final report of his death in 2019. 


But perhaps the most remarkable aspect of the announcement of this, the final death of this 
remarkably resilient terror mastermind, carefully staged to bring to mind Obama's dramatic 
announcement of the death of Osama bin Laden and to rally the country around the flag once again . 


DONALD TRUMP: Last night the United States brought the world's number one 
terrorist leader to justice. Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi is dead. 


SOURCE: President Trump Delivers Remarks 


... is that few in the public seemed even to notice that it had taken place. 


And, in 2022, when Biden took his turn as the conquering hero, announcing the death of Ayman Al- 
Zawahiri: 


BIDEN: My fellow Americans, on Saturday, at my direction, the United States 
successfully concluded an air strike in Kabul, Afghanistan, that killed the Emir of Al 
Qaeda, Ayman Zawahiri. 


SOURCE: Biden Announces Death Of Al Qaeda Leader Ayman Al-Zawahri 


... again it was greeted by a collective shrug. Few in the public even knew Zawahiri's name, let 
alone gave him much thought. 


For a world that had just lived through two decades of near daily assurances that Al Qaeda was so 
existential a threat to human civilization that it justified a worldwide, never-ending War on Terror of 
unlimited scope, this was nothing short of remarkable. The War of Terror, it seemed, might end not 
with a bang but a whimper. 


For the families of Zemari Ahmadi and all the millions whose blood was spilled in Afghanistan, 
Iraq, Libya, Syria, Yemen, Somalia, and all the other lands that have been torn apart by the 
senseless carnage of the past two decades, the growing apathy of the American public to the terror 
war narrative may come as cold comfort. But to those who have spent decades living under the 
shadow of the ever-present terror fearmongering, cynically wielded by politicians and governments 


to keep their populations cowering under the weight of colour-coded terror threats, the rejection of 
the terror war narrative is undeniably a turning point. 


But, even if the public, having snapped out of the Al Qaeda delusion, is content to move on with 
their lives and to prepare to live in a post-terror world, the terror warriors have other plans. 


What many in the public have failed to realize is that the War of Terror was never really about 
Osama bin Laden. It was never really about Al Qaeda. It wasn't about radical Muslims. At base, it 
wasn't even about geopolitical goals or reshaping the map of the Middle East. 


It was about us. 


NERMEEN SHAIKH: The Obama Administration's internal legal justification for 
assassinating US citizens without charge has been revealed for the first time. 


SOURCE: Kill List Exposed: Leaked Obama Memo Shows Assassination of U.S. 
Citizens "Has No Geographic Limit" 


RAND PAUL: I don't know. If the president's going to kill these people, he needs to let 
them know. Some of the people [who] might be terrorists are people who are missing 


fingers. Some people have stains on their clothing. Some people have changed the color 
of their hair. 


SOURCE: Senator Rand Paul exposes scary definition of 'possible terrorist’ 


CHRIS CUOMO: This was no mere protest gone awry. It was what they used to care 
about on the right, the worst kind of planned violence: terorrism. 


SOURCE: CNN March 2, 2021 6:00pm-7:00pm PST 


DONALD TRUMP: These are not acts of peaceful protest, but really domestic terror. 


SOURCE: BBC News | September 2, 2020 3:00am-3:31am BST 


ELAINE QIUJANO: The Assistant Director of the FBI's Counterterrorism Division 
told Congress that the Bureau currently has 850 open domestic terror cases. Half of 
those are anti-government or anti-authority extremists. 


SOURCE: FBI investigating 850 domestic terror cases 


REP. BOEBERT: And this was what DHS decided to put out in a bulletin that now, if 
you have COVID misinformation that they classify misinformation, you are a domestic 
terrorist. 


SOURCE: 'Covid Misinformation Is Now Domestic Terrorism’: Says 
Congresswoman Boebert Citing A DHS Bulletin 


CHRYSTIA FREELAND: First, we are broadening the scope of Canada's anti-money 
laundering and terrorist financing rules so that they cover crowdfunding platforms and 
the payment service providers they use. 


SOURCE: Trudeau invokes Emergencies Act for first time ever in response to 
protests 


BUSH: There is little cultural overlap between violent extremists abroad and violent 
extremists at home. But in their disdain for pluralism, in their disregard for human life, 
in their determination to defile national symbols, they are children of the same foul 
spirit, and it is our continuing duty to confront them. 


SOURCE: Bush calls out domestic terror threat at 9/11 ceremony 


There, just below the surface of the War on Terror story that was sold to the public—the story of 
radical, freedom-hating Muslims and cowardly terror attacks and crusading Presidents flanked by 
their valiant Navy SEALs—is another story. As if written in invisible ink between the lines of the 
history of Al Qaeda is the story of the PATRIOT Act and the Department of Homeland Security, of 
the TSA and biometric screening and domestic terror watch lists. It is the story of the creation of an 
entire infrastructure of legal measures and emergency powers that have quietly transformed the face 
of the so-called free world. 


The terror myth has always served primarily as a tool of domestic control. It is a blank check for 
every government to enact whatever controls it desires over its population in the name of "security." 
And the public, convinced of the need for that security by the terror war myth itself, clamours for 
more government controls. The problem feeds upon itself. 


There is only one way to break out of such a vicious circle. The underlying premise of the entire 
terror war has to be called out for what it is: a lie. 


In the end, perhaps this is how the War of Terror really ends. Not with the toppling of the Taliban or 
a "Mission Accomplished" photo op on the deck of an aircraft carrier or the announcement of the 
death of the arch terror mastermind or even by presidential declaration. Not by these or any of the 
other illusory endpoints that the terror warriors dangle in front of the public from time to time only 
to snatch away when grasped at. 


No. The War of Terror ends when the public, having learnt the secret history of Al Qaeda, decide to 
consign the real terror threat, the myth of Al Qaeda, to the dustbin of history. 
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